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Statemert of the Problem
The problem involved in this study was to determined
whether or not the perceptions of the leadership role as
held and participated in by the leadership team members
and the teachers in their respective school xmits serve to
induce increased pupil achievement in mathematics and read¬
ing and a fuller measure of teacher self-actualization in
selected Atlanta Public Schools.
Specific Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1: There are no significant differences
in the perceptions of principals,
leadership team chairpersons, and non¬
leadership team members of the duties
and tasks of the leadership team, as
measured by the agreement/disagreement
items comprising the nine scales of











Hypothesis 2: There are no significant differences
in the perceptions of principals,
leadership team chairpersons, and non¬
leadership team members of the perform¬
ance of duties and tasks by the
leadership team, as measured by the
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engagement items comprising the nine











Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference in
the degree of self-actualization of
leadership team members and non-lead¬
ership team members, as determined by
the Time Competence and Inner Directed
scales of the Personal Orientation
Inventory.
Purpose of the Study
The maior purpose of this research was to determine
the extent to which the leadership role as perceived by and
participated (shared) in by members of leadership teams and
classroom teachers in their respective school units fosters
increased pupil achievement (performance on standardized
tests) in mathematics and reading, and stimulates the de¬
velopment (realization) of teacher self-actualization in
Area II Public Schools in Atlanta, Georgia.
The Population and Sample
The research sample for this study was drawn from ten
high achieving and ten low achieving schools in Area II of
the Atlanta Public Schools, as revealed by the 1980-81
results of the California Achievement Tests. The subjects
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included twenty (20) principals, twenty (20) leadership team
chairpersons, and forty (40) randomly selected non-leader¬
ship team members who responded to the Leadership Team Ques¬
tionnaire . Those responding to the Personal Orientation
Inventory included the forty (40) non-leadership team mem¬
bers who constituted the same group responding to the
Leadership Team Questionnaire, and forty (40) randomly
selected leadership team members.
Findings
The findings of this study are as follows:
1. There are significant differences in the response of
principals and leadership team chairpersons to agree¬
ment/disagreement items in the category of General
School Improvement on the Leadership Team Questionnaire
(Table 9).
2. There are significant differences in the response of
principals and non-leadership team members to agreement/
disagreement items in the categories of Curriculum
Development and Policymaking on the Leadership Team
Questionnaire (Table 10) .
3. There are significant differences in the response of
leadership team chairpersons and non-leadership team
members to agreement/disagreement items in a maiority
(six) of the nine categories (Curriculxm Development.
Staff Development, Evaluation. General School Improve¬
ment, General Administration, and Policymaking) on the
Leadership Team Questionnaire (Table II).
4. There are significant differences in the response of
principals in high and low achieving schools to agree¬
ment/disagreement items in the category of Instructional
Coordination on the Leadership Team Questionnaire
(Table 12).
5. There are significant differences in the response of
leadership team chairpersons and non-leadership team
members to engagement items in the category of General
Administration on the Leadership Team Questionnaire
(Table 15).
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6. There are significant differences in the response of
leadership team members in high and low achieving
schools to items on the Time Competence and Inner
Directed scales of the Personal Orientation Inventory
(Table 17).
7. There are significant differences in the response of
leadership team members and non-leadership team members
to items on the Time Competence and Inner Directed
scales of the Personal Orientation Inventory (Tables
19-20) .
Conclusions
The findings of this study warrant the following con¬
clusions :
1. There is lack of unanimity by principals, leadership
team chairpersons, and non-leadership team members on
the role expectations (duties and tasks) of the leader¬
ship team.
2. Leadership team chairpersons and non-leadership team
members tend to differ more widely than other groups
in this study in their perceptions of the duties and
tasks of the leadership team.
3. Principals, leadership team chairperson^, and non¬
leadership team members are in general agreement in
their perceptions of the performance of duties and
tasks of the leadership team.
4. Principals and teachers (leadership team chairpersons
and non-leadership team members) are more in agreement
on the duties and tasks of the leadership team than
teachers (leadership team chairpersons and non-leader¬
ship team members) are among themselves.
5. There is insufficient evidence to substantiate that
leadership practices and ftanctions had an impact on
pupil achievement in this study.
6. Leadership team members in this study experienced a
greater measure of self-actualization.
Implications
Certain implications that grew out of the findings
are:
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1. The leadership team model offers a potentially useful
approach for fostering teacher self-actualization and
pupil achievement.
2. Mutual agreement and understanding of duties and func¬
tions may maximize participation, as well as pupil
achievement and teacher self-actualization.
3. The principal's perception of the duties and functions
of the leadership team may be a meaningful factor in
team performance and pupil achievement.
Recommendations
The recommendations resulting from this study are:
1. That a study structured around the variables or factors
of involvement and time compensation be conducted on
the leadership team to ascertain possible suggestions
for increasing the team's effectiveness in regard to
maximizing pupil achievement.
2. That studies be done on the role of the leadership team
as perceived by principals in order to test the hypo¬
thesis that "Authoritv vested in a given role is maxi¬
mized bv congruence of role expectations and role per¬
formance ."
3. That sensitivity training and hxmian relations workshops
be held for principals, leadership team members, and
non-leadership team members for the purpose of promot¬
ing mutual trust, confidence and cooperation.
That in-service programs be conducted for instructional
personnel to become more knowledgeable about the basic
concept of shared leadership and the benefits of team
participation in school decision making.
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In recent years, schools have greatly broadened their
opportunity for teacher participation in the decision making
about and direction of school programs by organizing admin¬
istrative, supervisory, instruction, and staff personnel
aromd the concept of "team leadership" or "team management".
This "team" concept of pooled expertise, intelligence,
resources, and concerns of the educational personnel holds
the possibility and potential of bringing about in5>rovement
in the qtiality of education for boys and girls , and a degree
of satisfaction for the teachers themselves.
Demands by the public for relevancy, accomtability,
performance results, and priorities identification, in the
face of pupils' declining reading and mathematics achieve¬
ment, call for the discovery and development of effective
and efficient leadership of all kinds responsible and
accountable for the management tasks in the teaching¬
learning situation. Thus, on the educational scene in
recent years, a movement with respect to changing the
curriculum, influencing teaching procedures and motivation,
and upgrading pupil achievement at the local school site has
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been the formation of leadership teams, school-site
councils, planning bodies, or some form of a decision¬
making board. In the context of this study, such decision¬
making groups shall be referred to as leadership teams.
With the opportunity to make school decisions, the
leadership team has a imique role of motivating and enabling
teachers to bring about a positive (and meaningful) change
in pupil achievement on the one hand and stimulating the
attainment of teacher self-actualization on the other.
Teachers need sound practices, instructional skills, and
perceptions which stimulate pupils' growth and achievement.
Moreover, teachers must know how to plan for and function
in terms of expected or planned-for performance results.
In other words, teachers need ways and means of making
themselves, students, and the instructional program more
efficient and more effective. To meet these needs the
leadership team brings together the principal, the libra¬
rian or media specialist, a resource staff member,
selected classroom teachers, a parent or la3rman from the
community and in some instances, a representative of the
student body, for the purpose of providing instructional
leadership, making decisions, and planning strategies for
the school's instructional program.^
The foctis of the leadership team's decision making is
^Atlanta Public Schools, Elementary Curricul^m Devel¬
opment, "Management by Objectives Procedures Plan," 1977,
p. 2 (mimeographed).
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on pupil performance and achievement. Involvement in team
efforts and the sharing of leadership responsibilities are
believed to facilitate teacher self-actualization. The
basic philosophy which undergirds the involvement of leader¬
ship teams is the assxomption that the manifold of team
efforts will ultimately impact teaching (teachers) and
learning (pupils).
This study, therefore, explores the possible impacts
of the leadership team's duties, responsibilities, and
activities in decision making and the impact of teacher
self-actualization on pupil achievement.
The team approach makes it iiiperative to relegate to
the leadership team school decisions traditionally handled
by the principal. Nine areas of school decisions have been
identified in a recent study: (1) instructional coordina¬
tion, (2) curriculum development, (3) staff development,
(4) evaluation, (5) general school improvement, (6) person¬
nel, (7) rules and discipline, (8) general administration,
and (9) policy-making.2 Although examples of teacher
involvement may be found in each of these areas, the con¬
cept of the team approach must be emphasized.
Present-day practices with the leadership-team
approach to curriculum and instruction tend to decentralize
^Daniel L, Duke, Beverly K. Showers, and Michael
Imber, "Teachers and Shared Decision Making: The Costs and
Benefits of Involvement," Educational Administration Quar¬
terly , (Winter, 1980), p. 93.
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decision making, which may well modify the principal's role
in this regard. As pointed out by Pellicer and Nemeth,^
"principals can no longer be expected to know all the
answers, make all the decisions, and be everywhere at the
same time."
In a sense the leadership team may free the principal
to devote more time and energy to top-level leadership for
curriculimi development and the organization and evaluation
of instruction. In the experience of this writer, a higher
quality of learning is fostered through the differentiated
staff resources made available to students through leader¬
ship team arrangements.
The concept of team leadership and management can be
traced to several management principles. Underlying assump¬
tions of McGregor's Theory Y suggest the formation of an
administrative team. McGregor states that "Management
leans on a weak crutch if it relies too much on authority
today.
The Scanlon Plan, developed by Joseph Scanlon, embod¬
ies the ideas of participation and shared decision making.
The plan advocates cooperative, participatory effort in
^Leonard 0. Pellicer and Gyuri Nemeth, "Tired of
Carrying the World on Your Shoulders? Try Team Management,"
The National Association of Secondary School Principals.
(November, 1980), p. 98.
^Douglas Murray McGregor, "The Human Side of Enter¬
prise," Classics of Organizational Behavior, ed. Walter E.
Natemeyer (Oak Park, Illinois: Moore Publishing Company,
Inc., 1978), p. 16.
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order to "provide encouragement to people to direct their
creative energies toward organizational objectives, give
them some voice in decisions that affect them, provide sig¬
nificant opportmities for the satisfaction of social and
egoistic needs''^.
The foregoing positions follow closely the theory
advanced by Abraham Maslow on the hierarchy of needs. Mas-
low sets forth the idea that after man's physical needs are
met, he begins to seek satisfaction of social, egoistic, and
self-fulfillment needs. For "self-actualization," to use
Maslow's terms, people want to feel appreciated, to be
loved, and to be accepted in society. Moreover, people
have a need to express their talents and be recognized for
their accomplishments.
In a study by Duke and others^, it was concluded that
"benefits of shared decision making accrue, not from mere
involvement, but rather from a combination of involvement
and influence." The authors fxirther suggest that provisions
for actual influence over decisions be included in shared
decision making.
5lbid., p. 18.
^A.H. Maslow, "A Theory of Hxman Motivation", Classics
of Organizational Behavior, ed. Walter E, Natemeyer (Oak
Park, Illinois: Moore Publishing Company, Inc., 1978),
pp, 48-51.
^Duke, Showers, and Imber, "Teachers and Shared Deci¬
sion Making", p. 104.
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The authority of the leadership team must be ensured,
and the team must be able to demonstrate authority in such
a way that it is accepted by the staff. Thus, the ability
to perceive and satisfy the set of expectations associated
with the duties and functions of the leadership team offers
one a great challenge.
This rationale might well discuss how and/or why the
leadership team also must portray the role of fostering and/
or nurturing the self-actualization of teachers since the
research problem implies the leadership team's impact on
teacher self-actualization as well as pupil achievement.
This rationale, therefore, suggests the possibility
of studying the functions and duties of the leadership team
as perceived by principals, randomly selected non-team
members, and team members themselves to find out more about
the leadership team's influence on teacher self-actualiza¬
tion and the ultimate impact on pupil achievement.
Evolution of the Problem
Public schools in the city of Atlanta were introduced
to the team concept of leadership in 1973 when each school
participating in the Elementary Curriculum Development (ECD)
project was advised to establish a leadership team within
the school to implement, guide, and direct the new Curricu¬
lum Development project.
In the meantime, reports of pupils' standardized test
results continued to show pupils in the Atlanta Public
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School System scoring far below the national norms in read¬
ing and mathematics. In an effort to overcome the problem
of pupils' poor test performance, the school system embarked
upon a five-year plan to accelerate the rate of gain in
pupil achievement or test performance in reading and mathe¬
matics , beginning with the 1980-81 school term. The goal,
a twenty percent increase in grade-level performance towards
the norm each year, is to be attained by each school in the
system as a part of the determination to reach the national
norm in five years. Leadership in the individual schools
for the upgrading of pupil achievement on standardized tests
is to be provided by the school's leadership team.
After one year into the five-year-plan of improvement
pupils' achievement on standardized tests revealed gains
far beyond the expected twenty percent. As a result of
this astoxmding surge in pupils' test performance, this
writer became interested in examining the functions and
practices of leadership teams to determine their impact on
pupil achievement and factors relating to teacher self-
actualization. Out of this writer's continuous pursuit for
effective leadership procedures and practices, as well as
her genuine concern for the improvement of pupil perform¬
ance and achievement evolved this proposed research prob¬
lem titled "Leadership Team's Influence on Teacher Self-
Actualization and Pupil Achievement."
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Contribution to Educational Knowledge
The growing complexity of the roles and relationships
among administrative, supervisory, instructional and support
personnel at the school-site level and the need for rapid
assimilation of research findings to assist those in
decision-making positions and situations strongly suggest
the need for continuous research dealing with efficient and
effective management-administrative strategies and proce¬
dures to be used in local school sites. A growing body of
research related to the "team" concept of leadership has
enormous potential for energizing efficient and effective
instructional strategies and stimulating harmonious and pro¬
ductive personnel relationships in school situations.
The results of this research might well serve to focus
on the commonly held principle that the "image" of the
school's leadership held by classroom teachers has a posi¬
tive effect on the extent to which teachers can be stimulat¬
ed to the more efficient and effective instructional strat¬
egies which, in turn, are conducive to increased scholas¬
tic performance of pupils.
There is also a need for systematic knowledge about
what the leadership team does to influence pupils' achieve¬
ment and how shared leadership affects the participants in
that shared leadership. Such research can be useful to
principals and other team members in improving their prac¬
tices and procedures, and to the school system in providing
productive inservice training. Increasing our understanding
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of the team approach to leadership may not only improve our
schools, but also add to our knowledge of administration and
supervision in other areas.
Results stemming from this research might well indi¬
cate fruitful approaches to minimizing and/or eliminating
the adversarial stance between administrative-supervisory
personnel and the instructional personnel in the teaching¬
learning situation within any given school unit.
Statement of the Problem
The problem involved in this study was to determine
whether or not the perceptions of the leadership role as
held and participated in by the leadership team members and
the teachers in their respective school units serve to in¬
duce increased pupil achievement in mathematics and reading
and a fuller measure of teacher self-actualization in
selected Atlanta Public Schools.
Specific Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1: There are no significant differences in the
perceptions of principals, leadership team
chairpersons, and non-leadership team mem¬
bers of the duties and tasks of the leader¬
ship team, as measured by the agreement/
disagreement items comprising the nine












Hypothesis 2: There are no significant differences in
the perceptions of principals, leadership
team chairpersons, and non-leadership team
members of the performance of duties and
tasks by the leadership team, as measured
by the engagement items comprising the
nine scales of decision making on the










Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference in the
degree of self-actualization of leadership
team members and non-leadership team members,
as determined by the Time Competence and
Inner Directed scales of the Personal Orien-
tation Inventorv.
Purpose of the Study
The major purpose of this research was to determine
the extent to which the leadership role as perceived by and
participated (shared) in by members of leadership teams
and the classroom teachers in their respective school units
fosters increased pupil achievement (performance on stand¬
ardized tests) in mathematics and reading, and stimulates
the development (realization) of teacher self-actualization
in Area II Public Schools in Atlanta, Georgia.
More specifically, the purposes of this research were
to:
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1. Identify the specific instructional leadership and
decision making role patterns and performance, as per¬
ceived by:
a. the principals
b. the leadership team members
c. the randomly selected teachers who are non-team
members
2. Determine the frequency with which:
a. the leadership team indicates it actualizes its per¬
ceptions of its role in school decision-making
situations
b. the principals indicate their observation of the im¬
plementation of their perceptions of the leadership
team's performance in decision making
c. the randomly selected non-leadership team members
(teachers) indicate their observation of the implemen¬
tation of their perceptions of the leadership team's
perfoirmance in decision making
3. Determine the difference in the percent of frequency of
indicated (reported) performance of the leadership
(decision-making) role:
a. leadership team - principals
b. leadership team - non-leadership team members
c. principals - non-leadership team members
4. Determine the extent of the self-actualization which
leadership team members derive from functioning in the
role of leadership team members.
5. Formulate the statements of findings, conclusions, im¬
plications, and recommendations derived from the analy¬
sis and interpretation of the data gathered in this
study.
Basic Assimptions
1. Shared leadership in school decision making is desirable
in the pursuit of the school's educational goals.
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2. Decision making shared through a decentralized school-
site organization, such as a leadership team, fosters
pupil achievement and teacher self-actualization.
3. Pupil achievement and teacher self-actualization are
maximized by the congruence of role expectations and
role performance,
4. An assessment of shared leadership role expectations
and role performance, as well as teacher self-actuali¬
zation, can be made by the type of techniques (measure¬
ment and evaluation) employed in this study.
5. Shared leadership in school decision making is conducive
to increased achievement and enhanced teacher self-
actualization .
Scope and Limitations of the Study
1. The sample size of this research is limited to two-
thirds (upper one-third and lower one-third) of the
thirty-two Area II elementary schools with respect to
gains in pupil achievement in reading and mathematics
during the 1980-81 school term. Technically, this tar¬
get population is comprised of all the principals and
all the leadership teams of elementary schools in Area
II Atlanta Public Schools, together with randomly
selected teachers, who fall in the upper and lower
thirds. Hence, there is the limitation of the percent
indicator of any to be observed as less than 100 percent
of the respondents.
2. A limitation inherent in this study is the extent to
which the questionnaire respondents are:
a. Knowledgeable about the requested data called for
on the questionnaire items.
b. Willing to respond truthfully to the questionnaire
items.
3. The extent to which the instrumentation by the research¬
er is adequate to provide the answers sought in this
study is also considered a limitation.
Definitions of Terms
The following terms are considered basic to the
clarification of the study:
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1. Area II Schools - One of the three school districts in
the Atlanta Public School System, comprised of thirty-
two elementary schools, twelve high schools, and one
special school, covering a wid^^ geographical area, and
supervised bv one single area superintendent.
2. Increased Pupil Achievement - The grade-point level
achievement throughout a specific reporting period
(a year), as indicated by standardized test results.
Specifically, for this study, "increase in pupil
achievement" refers to a twenty percent annual increase
movement toward attaining the national norm.
3. High Achieving Schools - Schools whose gains in reading
and math average grade-point levels at the end of the
1980-81 term were in the upper one-third of the thirty-
two (32) schools in the Area II school district.
4. Low Achieving Schools - Schools whose gains in read-
ing and math average grade-point levels at the end of
the 1980-81 term were in the lower one-third of the
thirty-two elementary schools in the Area II school dis¬
trict .
5 Role Perception - Refers to the specific task of in¬
structional leadership team either as the expectation of
the team itself, and/or the expectation of the principal,
and/or the expectation of the classroom teachers for
whom the team provides leadership.
6. School Decisions - Those decisions that are greater in
scope than a particular classroom, but not greater than
a school.8
7. Self-Actualization - The desire for self-fulfillment:
the desire to become everything one is capable of be¬
coming . 9
8. ECD - Elementary Curriculum Development proiect under¬
taken by the Atlanta Public School System in 1970 to
revise and develop the system's elementary curriculum.
®Duke, Showers, and Imber, "Teaching and Shared Deci¬
sion Making", p. 93.
9Maslow, "A Theory of Human Motivation", p. 49.
lOAtlanta Public Schools, "Management by Objectives",
p. 1.
149.Principals - Subjects of this study comprising a group
of persons who individually served in the capacity of
chief administrator or head man or woman of an elemen¬
tary school.
10. Leadership Team Chairpersons - Subiects of this study
comprising a group of teachers who individually pre¬
sided over the proceedings and decision-making pro¬
cesses of the leadership team in a particular school.
11. Leadership Team Members - Subjects of this study com¬
prising a group o-F teachers identified in their respec¬
tive school imits to make school decisions.
12. Non-Leadership Team Members - Subjects of this study
who served as regular classroom teachers without leader¬
ship team membership or responsibility.
Locale of the Study
The locale of this research was the Area II district
of the Atlanta Public School System jurisdiction. Area II
is populated by citizens of diverse socio-economic levels,
and is therefore representative of the entire environs of
the city of Atlanta.
The more immediate locale of this study included two-
thirds of the elementary schools of Area II (approximately
twenty) which were divided into two (2) groups: (a) "high-
achieving schools" and (b) "low-achieving schools,"
characterized by being identified as the upper one-third
and the lower one-third in achievement in the increase of
grade-point average, respectively, in reading and mathemat¬
ics during the 1980-81 school term among the thirty-two
(32) elementary schools in the Area II school district.
Time Period of the Study




The subjects for this study were: (a) the leadership
team chairpersons, (b) the principals, (c) randomly selected
leadership team members, and (d) randomly selected non¬
leadership team members employed in twenty elementary school
in Area II of the Atlanta Public School System, numerically
identified as: twenty (20) leadership-team chairpersons,
twenty (20) principals, forty (40) randomly selected leader¬
ship team members, and forty (40) randomly selected non¬
leadership team members.
Description of Materials/Instruments
Materials - The basic data on pupil performance on stand
ardized tests in mathematics and reading, enrollment,
attendance, and scholastic performance, wherever indi¬
cated, were derived from the records and reports for
Area II schools of the Atlanta Public Schools.
2. Instruments - The instrxjments used were:
a. Leadership Team Questionnaire, consisting of seventy
nine (79) items, constructed, validated, and field-
tested by researcher, designed to identify percep¬
tions (characteristics) roles of leadership teams in
the instructional and decision-making processes in
the teaching learning situation.
b. Inventory by Everett L. Shostrom, Ph.D., to deter¬
mine self-actualization characteristics or perform¬
ances : Personal Orientation Inventory, which con¬
sists of 150 two-choice (paired opposites) compara¬
tive value judgments.
Method of Research
The Descriptive-Survey Method of Research, utilizing
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questionnaires, inventories, scholastic records and statis¬
tical analyses, was used to develop this study.
Research Procedures
The procedural steps used in the conduct of this re¬
search were:
1. Obtain permission and approval of the appropriate offi¬
cials to conduct the research and use the resources
(personnel, records, and reports and other type re¬
sources of the school system wherever indicated).
2. Identify the target population as to location and sta¬
tions .
3. Obtain the cooperation of the personnel (leadership team
members, principals, and others) to be called upon to
participate in gathering the data.
4. Procure data-gathering ins trviments :
a. Construct, validate and field-test questionnaires on
perceptions of leadership team role.
b. Obtain commerical questionnaire Personal Orientation
Inventory to measure teacher self-actualization.
c. Procure statistical records and/or reports on pupils'
test results in Area II schools.
(1) Use California Achievement Test data (Spring,
1981) to determine the schools of Area II to
include in the upper and lower third groups.
(2) Find the mean and standard deviation.
(3) Determine which schools are a half standard
deviation plus (+) or minus (-) from the mean.
(4) Rank schools according to upper third and lower
third placement.
5. Administer the questionnaires, inventories; review and •
consolidate data needs indicated by study.
Tabulate data from instruments and records in appro¬
priate tables and charts with reference to number, per¬
cent, mean, and "t" difference as indicated by appro¬
priate statistical measures and procedures.
6.
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a. Establish percent of responses to determine instrue
tional leadership and decision-making role patterns
and performances, as perceived by:
(1) the principal
(2) the leadership team chairpersons
(3) the randomly selected teachers who are non¬
team members
b. Establish percent of responses to determine the fre
quency of role performance actualized and/or ob¬
served by:
(1) leadership team chairpersons
(2) principals
(3) randomly selected teachers who are non-leader¬
ship team members
c. Establish the difference between groups.
(1) Use the "t" value at the .05 level of confi¬
dence to determine the difference in the per¬
cent of frequency of reported performance of
the leadership role:
(a) leadership team chairperson - principals
(b) leadership team chairpersons - non-leader
ship team members
(c) principals - non-leadership team members
d. With data accruing from the Personal Orientation
Inventory. employ the statistical method called
analysis of variance for analyzing differences on
the dependent variable of self-actualization as
indicated by leadership team members and non-leader
ship team members of the upper third group and
lower third eroup.
(1) Take into accoxmt any initial differences be¬
tween the groups on pretest measures or any
other measures of relevant independent varia¬
bles.
(2) Analyze self-actualization scores for signifi¬
cant differences at the .05 level.
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7. Preoaration of appropriate sequence of cover letter, in-
str\ament distribution, record reviews, and monitor-con¬
ferences, closing date of data collection.







9. Professionally typed final copy of manuscript
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
This chapter is concerned with an examination of the
literature dealing with the interrelatedness of the basic
concepts of team leadership, shared decision making, pupil
performance and achievement, and self-actualization. Al¬
though much has been written and reported in the literature
on each of these topics, this section will review only
selected studies that tend to support the basic assumptions
of this research.
Theoretical Framework
This study has a conceptual framework which embodies
philosophical assxamptions and management principles of some
seminal thinkers on leadership. The concepts of team leader¬
ship and shared decision making relate closely to the philo¬
sophical asstimptions of McGregor, Maslow, Herzberg, and
others.
McGregor^^ advocates a trend away from omnipotence in
the administration of a school and the development of a
social climate wherein each member has confidence in the
11McGregor, "The Htiman Side of Enterprise," pp. 13-18.
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integrity, motivation, ability, creativity and vitality of
those to whom team goals are entrusted.
The assiumptions that form the basis for McGregor's
Theory Y strongly suggest the initiation of an administra¬
tive team. In McGregor's Theory Y, it is assumed that
motivation, potential for development, and capacity for
assxjming responsibility are all present in people. It is
the responsibility of management (or the leadership team
wherein this concept is prevalent) to make it possible for
people to recognize and develop these human characteristics
for themselves. Thus, according to McGregor, the main
responsibility of a management team (or the leadership team)
is to arrange organizational conditions and methods of
operation so that people can achieve their own goals best
by directing their own efforts toward organizational objec¬
tives .
The Scanlon Plan, developed by Joseph Scanlon, also
incorporates the theory of effective participation necessary
for a team approach. The plan suggests "a formal method
providing an opportunity for every member of the organiza¬
tion to contribute brains and ingenuity as well as physical
effort to the improvement of organizational effectiveness".
The basis for developing vital, team-like characteris¬
tics in contemporary pluralistic America lies in the under-
^^Ibid., p. 18.
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standing and building of new interpersonal norms and skills.
The new norms accept htiman collaboration and h;iman diversity
as basic facts for problem solving, survival, and growth.
These norms support the intent that interpersonal and inter¬
group conflict should be confronted openly and dealt with
collaboratively in a problem-solving way. They must be
accompanied by particular interpersonal and group skills -
skills such as communicating effectively in a two-way
fashion, setting goals clearly, vincovering conflicts con¬
structively, solving problems systematically, and making
decisions collaboratively.^^
A report from the principal's voltinteer task force
on the five-year Study of Educational Change and School
Improvement, conducted by the Institute for Development of
Educational Activities, Inc., (IDEAL) conveys a similar
philosophy:
We operate on the basic assumption that teachers
can learn to make valid instructional decisions
if allowed to make mistakes and learn from them.
We believe, furthermore, that teachers will not
change unless they are deeply involved in de¬
fining and assessing the school's goals and the
methods of achieving those goals. Innovative
decisions passed down from upper administrative
echelons will, in the main, be subverted for
many reasons, not the least of which is the fact
that teachers must be emotionally involved and
committed to a decision before it is effectively
^^Richard A. Schmuch, "Development of Management Team¬
work: National Overview." Paper presented at Educational
Managers Annual Academy (5th, Werame, Oregon, July 22, 1974).
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implemented.
The idea that pupils' growth and achievement are
maximized through cooperative effort in decision making
follows closely the convictions of Anthony, who notes:
Joint problem solving and decision making leads
to innovative ideas. Think how many more ideas
and solutions can be generated by six minds in¬
stead of one. If the administration is open and
willing to use staff strengths, the system gets
more for its money. In the last analysis teachers
and administrators are in business for one thing:
educating children.15
Pellicer and Nemeth further set a theoretical base for
the team approach to the educational growth of pupils as
they postulate:
Input from several administrators in the decision¬
making process within the school increases the
probability for higher quality decisions and
yields a high level of commitment to management
decisions because decisions are shared by members
of the team.16
The notion that the self-esteem and personal develop¬
ment of those participating in a team approach will be en¬
hanced due to the importance of their own individual roles
to the management process exemplifies the theses of Abraham
Maslow, Frederick Herzberg, and others. In Maslow's terms
l^Mary M. Bentzen and Association, Changing Schools:
The Magic Feather Principle (New York: McGraw-Hill Book
Company, 1974), pp. 67-68.
ISMargaret Anthony, "An Inside View of Shared Leader¬
ship " Educational Leadership,(March, 198l), p. 488.
16pellicer and Nemeth, "Tired of Carrying the World",
p. 101.
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the essentials for a person's growth or "self-actualization"
are first the satisfaction of basic physical needs and then
the satisfaction of psychological, esthetic, and emotional
needs.
Maslow has developed the idea of the self-actualizing
person -- "a person who is more fully functioning and lives
a more enriched life than does the average person. Such an
individual is seen as developing and utilizing all of his
unique capabilities, or potentialities, free of the inhibi¬
tions and emotional turmoil of those less self-actualiz¬
ing."^^
The need to develop one's innate talents and poten¬
tials is miversal among the hiaman species, according to
Maslow. but each individual's collection of capacities is
unique. Maslow holds that^ "What a man can be, he must be.
He must be true to his own nature."^^
Maslow and other humanistic psychologists further
hold that the self-actualized person has, conpared to the
non-self actualizing individual, the following personality
characteristics: (1) free from crippling anxiety; (2) free
from neurosis or psychosis; (3) less dogmatic; (4) superior
l^Maslow, "A Theory of Human Motivation," p. 49.
^^Williard B. Frick, Humanistic Psychology: Interviews
with Maslow, Murphy, and Rogers (Columbus, Ohio: Charles
E. Merrill Publishing Company, 1971), p. 143.
^^A.H. Maslow, Motivation and Personality (New York:
Harper and Row, 1970), p. 46.
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perception of reality; (5) less conformist and more inner-
directed; (6) higher frequency of peak experiences (peak
experiences are mystic feelings, feelings of wonder, awe,
wholeness, which are dissociated from theological or super¬
natural interpretation); (7) increased acceptance of others;
(8) more democratic; (9) more creative; (10) more sponta¬
neous; (11) more healthy interpersonal relations; (12) in¬
creased identification with the human species; (13) more
humanistic values; (14) ability to turn inward in a medita¬
tive way to solve personal problems; (15) more altruistic
and loving; (16) greater appreciation for solitude and pri¬
vacy; (17) a more witty, philosophic sense of humor:
(18) more liberal on political, social and religious ques¬
tions; (19) greater sense of purpose and meaning in life;
more peace of mind and feelings of harmony with life and
nature.
Frederick Herzberg^^ in his famous "hygiene” theory
suggests that while the "hygiene" factors (such as corrpany
policies and administration, supervision, working condi¬
tions, interpersonal relations, salary status, and security)
are important, it is the growth or "motivation" factors
(such as achievement, recognition, interesting work, in-
^^Rod Farmer, "Humanism, Self-Actualization and Social
Studies." The Social Studies, Volume 72, Number 5 (September/
October, 1981), p. 209.
^^Frederick Herzberg, "One More Time: How Do^You Moti¬
vate Employees?" Classics of Organizational Behavior, p. 49.
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creased responsibility, promotion) that lead to improved job
satisfaction and performance. Thus, the best way to moti¬
vate an employee is with challenging work in which respon¬
sibility can be assxmied.
Team Leadership
The importance of subordinate participation in the
leadership of the school is given great eii5)hasis in the
literature. Campbell and others report:
The most effective teacher-administrative rela¬
tionship, from the standpoint of morale and pro¬
ductivity, is a participative one. That is, a
condition must exist whereby both administrators
and teachers call upon each other to define the
structure that increases their productivity in
achieving the ends desired by their organiza¬
tion, the school.
To further underscore the importance of team leader¬
ship, Jenson^^ and co-authors assert that an elementary
school principal who would be successful in the development
and management of the instructional program must know how
to build a strong leadership team. To accomplish this,
Jenson and co-authors consider essential the following
elements:
First, the team must have a goal, purpose, cause
or objective identified, accepted, imderstood.
^^Roald F. Campbell, Edwin M. Bridges, and Raphael 0.
Nystrand, Introduction to Educational Administration (Bos-
ton: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1979), p. 254.
^^Theodore J. Jenson, James B. Burr, William H. Cof-
field, and Ross L. Neagley, Elementary School Administra¬
tion (2nd ed.; Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1967), p. 433.
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and desired by all members of the team.
Second, the team must have spirit, morale, and
the desire to win even at considerable individ¬
ual sacrifice.
Third, the lines of authority and responsibili¬
ty must be both clearly defined and tinderstood.
Fourth, channels of communication must be es¬
tablished.
Fifth, leadership must discover and utilize to
the fullest extent the creative abilities of
each of the individuals and weld them into a
smooth working team.24
New responsibilities are placed on the principal to
provide leadership for the organization of the leadership
team. The leadership team, which may be comprised of in¬
structional-level leaders (primary, intermediate, and
upper) should assume the responsibility of providing leader¬
ship to a teaching group that is composed of both profes¬
sional and paraprofessional personnel. In effect, team
leaders assume many duties related to the improvement of
instruction that the principal typically performs and/or
for which he or she is accountable.
The principal has the primary responsibility of creat¬
ing a climate of interdependence among the team members,
according to Pellicer and Nemeth.^5 The nature of relation¬
ships between team members must be directed toward the suc¬
cess of the school, thus enhancing each individual's feeling
24ibid., pp. 433-434.
^^Pellicer and Nemeth, "Tired of Carrying the World,"
p. 98.
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of goal achievement. The principal will be the participant
in the creation of group goals while permitting each team
member to exercise maximum motivation, ingenuity, and ini¬
tiative.
To achieve maximum effectiveness from the leadership
or management team, Pellicer and Nemeth offer the following
guidelines to principals:
1. To keep teachers from feeling that some tasks
delegated by the principal are unimportant,
principals should retain some of the imdesir-
able but necessary tasks such as discipline,
maintenance, housekeeping, or attendance as a
part of their own job.
2. Assure the inclusion of satisfying tasks, such
as supervision of instruction, working with
student or parent groups, or representing the
school at public events in the job description
for each member of the management team.
3. Some responsibilities cannot be delegated if
the principal wishes to maintain leadership
in the school. Final decisions in some areas
such as staff selection, teacher evaluation,
and the utilization of scarce resources may
need to be made by the principal with input
from team members.
4. Authority must be delegated to match responsi¬
bility. Team members cannot function effective¬
ly without the authority to make decisions in
their areas of responsibility. Failure to
delegate authority commensurate with responsi¬
bility will lead to the ultimate destruction of
the management team through frustration and
demoralization.26
Advocates of participation vary as to the amomt of
participation by subordinates which they believe are impor¬
tant. Some writers maintain that participation of subordi-
26 Ibid., pp. 99-100.
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nates is necessary throughout the total planned change pro¬
cess, as indicated in this report of supervisors and direc¬
tors :
Continuous teacher participation should be planned
for. The ideal situation is one in which gradual¬
ly over a period of time a functional organization,
suitable for a given institution, has been developed.
Suitable organizational machinery will guarantee
regular and effective participation of teachers.
All will know what to expect in the way of privi¬
leges and responsibilities. This is not to say that
machinery alone will do the trick. The point is
that so important a matter as development of teacher
leaders must not be left to chance. All must feel
that they are partners in an enterprise. Operation
must proceed on the basis of policies determined by
the group if leadership is to be democratic enough
to breed more leadership.27
The team management concept is reported to be success¬
ful in individual schools and school systems. In the Rio
Linda School District, the superintendent and others be¬
lieve that they have devised a model that is exciting and
totally rewarding. They predict:
If you haven't implemented a management team approach,
involving your total management staff in the decision¬
making process, you are missing perhaps the most ful¬
filling and exciting problem-solving process you will
every enjoy in your profession. Even more regrettable,
your student-constituents may eventually be short¬
changed more than you.28
It was concluded that the Rio Linda Management Team
process allows each individual to be involved in the resolu¬
tions of problems affecting his/her professional role.
27The Department of Supervisors and Directors of In¬
struction of the National Education Association. Leadership
at Work, Fifteenth Yearbook, (Washington, D.C., 1943), p. 47.
28Nick Floratos et al. "The Management Team and Survi¬
val," Thrust 8 (November, 1978): 5-6.
Working cooperatively, rather than competitively, the team
process encourages its members to contribute their talents
and ideas for the benefit of a common goal: the highest
quality educational program for all children.
In recent years, a plan embodying the idea of team
leadership was implemented in the Mansfield, Connecticut
public schools. The plan has special significance because
much unlike schemes of "shared leadership" in business, in
education, in industry, and in other areas, the Mansfield
plan of shared leadership is genuine and effective, accord¬
ing to Weingast.^^
Shared leadership activities in Mansfield involve
teachers in conceiving and writing curricula, helping to
screen and nominate professional staff, helping prepare the
budget, scheduling classes, and bringing recommendations to
the Board of Education.
Much of the success of shared leadership in the Mans¬
field schools is attributed to the fact that it requires
"the parties to trust each other, that they be willing col¬
laborators, that they have common goals, and that the shar¬
ing process be continuoxis. "31 Perhaps the ultimate endorse-
2^Ibid., p. 7.
^^David Weingast, "Shared Leadership -- 'The Damn Thing
Works,"' Educational Leadership 37 (March, 1980): 502-503.
31lbid., pp. 504-505.
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ment of the Mansfield program of shared leadership may be
found in the remarks of one teacher spokesman who said, "I
feel more respect as a person now.''^^
A strong endorsement of the team leadership or manage¬
ment concept is found in the conclusion of a comprehensive
voltome on organizations by Katz and Kahn.^^ These authors
suggest that most organizations can profitably move toward
decentralization, that there can be some shift of authority
from officials to members, that distinctions between
classes of citizenship can be reduced, and that role en¬
largement can often give a sense of greater participation.^^
Shared Decision Making
A survey of the literature on teacher involvement in
school decision making yielded few references that directly
link involvement to student performance or outcomes. Teach¬
er participation in decision making was related to more
intrinsic factors such as job satisfaction, morale and
self-actualization.
Duke and co-researchers35 who conducted a study of
teacher's perceptions of the potential costs and benefits
^^ibid., p. 506.
^^Daniel Katz and Robert L. Kahn, The Social Psychology
of Organizations (New York: Wiley, 19667, pp. 470-471.
3^Ibid., p. 472.
^^Duke, Showers, and Imber, "Teachers and Shared Deci¬
sion Making", p. 93.
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of involvement in school decision making speculate that teach¬
ers might not view participation in school decision making
as a particularly desirable activity unless they consider
that a snecific shared decision making scheme has great po¬
tential for improvement of classroom life and student out¬
comes. Of fifty teachers interviewed, nineteen expressed
the belief that higher quality decisions resulted when teach¬
ers were involved. Only ten teachers, however, actually
stated that they felt shared decision making led to greater
effectiveness or improved student outcomes.
Bridges37 notes that teachers do not want to partici¬
pate in all decisions but have greatest interest in those
which bear directly upon classroom affairs. He suggests
that the principal who wishes to extend participation must
first determine which matters fall within the range of teach¬
er interest and expertise. A second step is to decide
exactly what teachers should help do (define the problem,
suggest alternative courses of action, or select one of the
alternatives). Bridges emphasizes the importance of making
these decision-making boundaries absolutely clear.
Bridges further suggests a third step, which is to
determine the mode in which the decision-making group will
operate. One mode is participant-determining, in which it
36ibid., p. 102.
^^Edward M. Bridges, "A Model for Shared Decision-Mak¬
ing in the Principalship,” Educational Administration Quar¬
terly 3 (Winter. 1967): 49-61.
32
is agreed that a decision is reached only when all members
of the group achieve consensus. A second is the parliamen¬
tarian mode where a decision is achieved when a majority of
the group agree. The third mode is the democratic-central¬
ist, in which one member retains the authority to decide
after considering the views of others in the group. In each
instance, the role of the administrator or the leadership
team will vary.^®
A report concerning teachers' participation in curric¬
ulum decision making in Chicago public schools attributes
the success of the educational program to teacher involve¬
ment in curriculum development and program planning.Suc¬
cess, it is assumed, means that learning conditions for
students improve.
The assessment of teachers' roles in curriculum mat¬
ters is reflected in the agreement between the Chicago Board
of Education and the Chicago Teachers' Union which stipu¬
lates that classroom teachers shall have equal representa¬
tion on curriculxjm writing and evaluating committees in all
subject areas, as well as on textbook selection committees.
The provision in part calls for:
Involvement of principal, staff, pupils, and school
community in the discussion of meaningful curricu-
Itom objectives.
38lbid., pp. 48-52.
^^Jacquelyn B. Vaughn, "The Expanding Role of Teachers
in Negotiating Curriculum," Educational Leadership (October,
1976), p. 21.
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Principal-staff planning periods for the develop¬
ment of multi-purpose units of instruction and in-
service training in the utilization of instructional
materials and equipment available in all schools.^0
In investigating team behavior in schools, Likert re¬
ported that teachers' participating in decision making is
particularly related to work group performance, and presiam-
ably student performance.^^
Likewise. Goodlad recognizes the impact of shared
decision making on school performance in the following state¬
ment :
A large number of educational innovations instituted
primarily to upgrade the academic performance of
pupils have involved changes in the curricula in the
performance of teachers, and in school organization.
These innovations also necessitate important altera¬
tions in the roles of the teacher and principal and
in the traditional authority structure of the school.
Proposals to decentralize school systems and plans to
increase community control of schools represent inno¬
vations that focus on changes in decision-making pro¬
cesses. Each of these innovations attempts to up¬
grade the performance of schools through modification
of their basic organizational arrangements.'^2
In a report on the experience of initiating a partici¬
pative decision making process in a large elementary school,
Blumberg and others^^ observed that the newlv created
40ibid., pp. 22-23.
4lRensis Likert, The Human Organization: Its Management
and Value (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1967), p. 92.
^^John I. Goodlad, The Dynamics of Educational Change:'
Toward Responsive Schools (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Com-
pany, 1975), p. 151.
43Arthur Blumberg, William Wavson, and Wilford Weber.
"The Elementary School Cabinet: Report of an Experience in
Participative Decision-Making," Educational Administrative
Quarterly. Volume 5, Number 3 (Autumn, 1969), pp. 32-52.
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faculty cabinet became a decision-making body that could
make decisions over the principal's objections. In spite
of this, the cabinet was viable, and the principal did not
lose his influence over the school. The authors suggest,
therefore, that participative decision making in the schools
can have the same kind of effect that Likert foresaw in in¬
dustry: "the closer a system moves toward a participative
model, the more productive it becomes."
Other related studies cited in the subsequent para¬
graphs reveal the impact of shared decision making in other
areas, with broad implications for the relationship of
shared decision making to student achievement and self-
actualization .
Brown^^ describes a school design program that in¬
cluded parents, school staff, community residents and stu¬
dents in planning both a new building and the curriculum and
teaching methods used in it. Brown concludes that teachers,
parents, community members, and students all feel a part of
the school because they were all involved in its planning.
Brown states that the decision to include all elements of
the school district in the planning is related to the theory
that "individuals will thrive and produce proportionally
more when given a greater degree of control over and input
into a concept or project."
^^Daniel L. Brown, "Total Client Involvement in School
Design," Phi Delta Kappan, Volume 56, Nximber 5 (January,
1975), pp. 349-351.
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A study by Mann^^ of the effect of community involve¬
ment in decision making on student achievement has implica¬
tions relating to the impact of teacher involvement in deci¬
sion making on pupil performance. Mann cites a number of
studies suggesting that increased commxmity involvement can
help school people accomplish specific goals. For Mann, all
these goals are interrelated and affect each other. How¬
ever, Mann admits that the effects of increased community
involvement on student achievement are difficult to deter¬
mine. He believes that citizens have not been involved
sufficiently or long enough for dramatic or widespread gains
in student achievement to occur. Nevertheless, he hypothe¬
sizes four paths through which involvement may affect
achievement: parent self-efficacy or parents feeling more
self-confident and therefore encouraging their children to
achieve more; institutional/child congruence or schools
being more responsive to the real needs of students who then
perform better; community support, or a school receiving so
much affective and financial support that it is able to help
students achieve more; and student self-efficacy in which
students^ perceiving parents as accomplishing significant
achievements in the schools, strive to emulate them.
^^Dale Mann, "Ten Years of Decentralization: A Review
of the Involvement of Urban Communities in School Decision¬
making," New York: Institute for Urban and Minority Educa¬




Experts in education from -universities and other cen¬
ters of research, coming from almost sixty countries and
meeting in a world congress, studied the factors underlying
self realization in education. The essential points pre¬
sented through the various reports are: (1) All human
beings have potentialities which should be developed to an
optimum degree. (2) There is complete agreement that self
realization is one of the most important questions through¬
out the world. (3) Self realization is a very complex prob¬
lem which involves many conditions and which is affected
by very diverse influences. (4) The problems which con¬
front all educators and teachers in the realization of per¬
sonality are manifold. (5) Educational research in relation
to the problem of self actualization has shown itself to be
of major importance.
Achieving one's maximum potential is the psychological
state to which individuals aspire when their basic needs for
safety, love, and esteem have been satisfied, according to
Maslow.^^ Urban principals, like other organizational par¬
ticipants, bring this self-actualization need to their role.
The available evidence suggests that urban principals
^6''Self Realization Through Education", Proceedings of
the Vllth World Congress of the International Association for
the Advancement of Educational Research (Gent, Belgium, July
25-29, 1977), pp. 140-53.
^^Maslow, "A Theory of Hiaman Motivation", p. 50.
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achieve more self-actualization in their roles than their
rural counterparts. Of the jimior high school principals,
70 percent, of the senior high school principals, 59 percent
in urban areas feel that their roles offer them either con¬
siderable or very much opportunity to use their unique capa¬
bilities and to realize their potential. Since the possi¬
bilities for self-fulfillment increase as one ascends the
organizational hierarchy, the level of self-actualization
experienced by principals pres-umably suin^asses that of
teachers.A definitive test of this h3q)Othesis remains
to be made, however.
In a fairly technical report dealing with levels of
decisional participation among teachers, Belasco and Alutto^^
concluded that satisfaction levels do vary, that teachers
who were decisionally deprived were less satisfied than
others. and that the results were mixed regarding the rela¬
tion between satisfaction and organization outcomes.
A theoretical decision-making model by Cooke and
Coughlan^^ relates to teacher self-actualization. The Cooke
and Coughlan model recognizes two decision-making structures
^^Chris Argyris, Personality and Organization (New York;
Harper and Row, 1957)7 p. TT~.
^9james A. Belasco and Joseph A. Alutto, "Decisional
Participation and Teacher Satisfaction," Educational Admin¬
istration Quarterly. 8, 1 (Winter, 1972), pp. 44-58. -
^*^Robert A. Cooke and Robert J. Coughlan, "Survey Feed¬
back and Problem Solving with Complementary Collection Deci¬
sion Structures." Paper presented at American Educational
Research Association annual meeting. New Orleans, February,
1973, 39 pages.
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in the school organization — the authority (vertical) and
the collective (horizontal), Authority decisions are made
at the upper level of the administration; collective deci¬
sions are made by consensus of all the people involved no
matter what their level. The authors call for the implemen¬
tation of collective decision making to complement the
authority method.
The model uses survey feedback and collective action
to work on problems identified by the concerned group. The
authors feel that their model will lead to greater teacher
satisfaction with their roles.
Goldman^^ reports a study in which the impact of a
faculty development workshop upon its participants' person¬
ality development was assessed by comparing twelve college
professors attending an instructional improvement workshop
with appropriate matched controls on changes in self-actual¬
ization as measxared by the Personal Orientation Inventory
(POI).
Faculty development, a generic term for attempts to
improve teaching effectiveness, is described as "an insti¬
tutional process which seeks to modify the attitudes,
skills, and behavior of faculty members toward greater com¬
petence and effectiveness in meeting student needs, and the
^^Jeffrey A. Goldman. "Effect of a Faculty Development
Workshop Upon Self-Actualization," Education, 78, 3, (March/
April 1978): 254-255.
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needs of the institution.”^^ The model of faculty develop¬
ment used in this study consisted of components based on
issues in organizational, instructional, and personal devel
opment. Components based primarily on organizational devel
opment include: departmental management development, de¬
partmental team building, departmental conflict management,
departmental decision making.
Results of the study indicated that workshop partici¬
pants increased their scores on six of twelve scales of the
POIj while control professors' scores remained the same.
Thus, the study provides empirical support that faculty
development workshops promote the self actualization of its
participants.
A similar workshop experience designed to help counse
lors develop greater self-awareness in regard to their own
unfulfilled needs was conducted and reported by Carte and
Rosenblum.What began as workshops in leisure conscious¬
ness later evolved into development of exercises to help
counselors become aware of their uses of leisure time and
its potential for life and job enrichment. The workshop
idea was recently expanded to include teachers during the
52ibid., p. 255.
53ibid., pp. 256-258.
54s\3mner H. Carte and Mark L. Rosenblum, "Lighting
Fires in Burned-Out Counselors," The Personnel Cuidance
Journal, 57, 3 (November. 1978): 158-160.
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Chicago Teachers Union Conference "Life on the Job: How to
Cope."
The relevance of Carte and Rosenblum's study is that a
single vocation cannot be counted on to fulfill every need
for personal identity, mastery, or achievement. In this
regard. Carte and Rosenblxmi suggest that counselors and
teachers diversify their activities to the extent that it
becomes possible to focus on needs that are lacking. If
unmet needs cannot realistically be addressed by modifying
a work situation, the creative use of leisure time becomes
mandatory to achieve self-actualization. The authors con¬
clude that enthusiasm and zest for life are contagious.
Similarly, boredom, routine, and lackluster attitudes are
easily transmitted to others.
A study by Moyer^^ has findings relating to teacher
satisfaction and role perceptions which have implications
for teacher self-actualization. Moyer tested the hypothesis
that "close correspondence between teachers' and principals'
attitudes toward leadership will be associated with a high
degree of teacher satisfaction." Some of the major findings
are as follows:
1. The closer the correspondence of attitudes and
needs toward leadership with a teaching group
(group solidarity), the higher the overall
satisfaction of the teachers in the group.
^^Donald C. Moyer, "Teachers' Attitudes Toward Leader¬
ship as They Relate to Teacher Satisfaction," (Ph.D. disser¬
tation. Department of Education, University of Chicago,
1954), pp. 193-194.
41
2. The closer the members of a teaching group
correspond in group-centered attitudes toward
leadership, the higher the level of teacher
satisfaction in the group.
3. The extent to which a principal defines his
ideal principal as one who encourages teachers
to be less dependent on him and more interde¬
pendent, the higher the overall satisfaction
of the teachers in his group.56
While Moyer's study dealt more with teacher satisfac¬
tion than with role definition, the findines do imply that
conflict in how one's role is perceived does affect the
satisfaction and presumably the self-actxaalization and pro¬
ductivity of members of the organization.^^
Pupil Achievement
The review of research identifying the important role
of school administrators in the academic growth of students
has relevance to team leadership in its decision-makine
role.
A study by Keeler and Andrews^® found that leader
behavior of second level leaders (principals and cadre
leaders) is significantly related to test achievement of
followers. The researchers stated that, "All of the statis¬
tics give strong support to the hypothesis that leader be¬
havior of the principal, as perceived by his staff, was sig-
56ibid., pp. 194-195.
57ibid., p. 194.
Keeler and J.H.M. Andrews, "The Leader Behavior
of Principals, Staff Morale, and Productivity," Alberta Jour¬
nal of Educational Research 9 (September, 1963): 179-191.
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nificantlv related to the productivity of the schools.
Further corroboration can be found in a study of two
New York inner-city schools. In an investigation by the
New York Office of Education, it was found that important
differences in pupil learning can occur between schools with
nearly identical facilities, staff, and low income study
enrollment. The report concludes:
The findings of this study suegest that the differ¬
ences in pupils' reading achievement in these two
schools were primarily attributable to administra¬
tive policies, behavior, procedures, and practices.
Effectiveness of teaching, training, and experience
of teachers- appropriateness and availabil"'ty of
materials, and approaches to teaching reading did
not differ significantly between the schools. The
abilities of the schools' administrative team, how¬
ever, were very different. In School A, the prin¬
cipal and his assistant principals were able to run
an orderly, peaceful, and efficient school with a
high degree of cooperation from pupils, teachers,
and parents. In this atmosphere, decisions based
on educational criteria could be put in practice
and children could learn more. In School B, the
principal and his assistant principals had diffi¬
culty eliciting cooperation from staff, community,
and pupils in implementing educational policy.
Children in School B had less opportunity to learn.
A report by Appel indicates that quality education
is possible only through the leadership of educational ad¬
ministrators. The -school leadership, according to Appel,
59ibid., pp. 179-191.
^^Office of Education Performance Review. "School Fac¬
tors Influencing Reading Achievement: A Case Study of Two
Inner-City Schools", (Albany, N.W.: State of New York Office
of Education, March, 1974), pp. 21-22.
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should commit themselves to higher expectations of study
performance. Appel further points out:
Most students are capable of mastering skills and
concepts associated with advanced curriculum
offerings, given the appropriate conditions of
learning -- time, resources, environment, and moti¬
vation. Since we live in an age when science,
technology, and communication between cultures is
increasingly important^ we need to develop more
opportunities for students to learn these skills.®^
Appel concludes that in order to obtain qualitv educa¬
tion, the educational leadership in the school must be com¬
mitted to the improvement of the comprehensive curricul^Jm;
higher expectations and standards for students and staff;
and creation of a learning climate which fosters and encour¬
ages growth in the school and the commiinity.
Interest in curriculum development and implementation
has as its focus the idea of curriculvim as a vehicle for
educational enhancement and a responsibility to the needs
of students. In an article bv Newton,the question is
asked, "Who is responsible for curriculiom?” Newton suggests
a team structure wherein each participant shares equally the
successes and failures of the curriculum. The proposed
structure consists of: (1) administrative personnel,
(2) teachers, (3) community representatives, and (4) stu¬
dents .
According to Newton, a major outcome of curriculum
^^Joseph M. Appel, "Public Education: Time for Commit¬
ment", Thrus t, Vol. 10, No. 1, (October, 1980), pp. 31-32.
^2james E. Newton, "Whose Responsibility is the Curric-
ulxjm?" The Clearing House, Vol. 50, No. 2 (October. 1976),
pp. 66-67.
44
should be that students have gained meaningful information
which has the promise of future utility. Newton says in
summary that curriculum development for the promotion of
quality education is the role of all Rrouos, be they admin¬
istrative. faculty, staff, students, or concerned parents.
In recent years, American public education has been
criticized following major reports by Averch^^ et al., in
1974, and Coleman64 et al., in 1966, that our schools have
not been effective in promoting student learning. These
early reports of school effectiveness have recently been
challenged in a report of the large-scale implementation of
the Southwest Regional Laboratory/Ginn Kindergarten Program.
The implementation of the SWRL/Ginn Kindergarten Pro¬
gram involved the use of a well developed instructional
program in a large number of school districts over a long
period of time. The conclusions of this research indicate
that schools can have a positive and lasting effect on stu¬
dent achievement when effective instructional programs are
^^H.A. Averch et al., "How Effective is Schooling? A
Critical Review of Research,” Educational Technology, Vol.
14, No. 4 (April, 1974), pp. 22-25.
64j.S. Coleman et al., "Equality of Educational Oppor¬
tunity" (Washington. D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1966),
pp. 6-12.
^5r.A. Hanson and R.E. Schutz, "A New Look at Schooling
Effects from Programmatic Research and Development," in Making
Change Happen, ed. D. Mann (New York: Teacher College Press,
1978), pp. 50-55.
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properly implemented. These findings should have relevance
to the school leadership or management team who is responsi¬
ble for instructional coordination.
Svimmary
The importance and interrelatedness of team leadership
and shared decision making to pupil achievement and teacher
self-actualization cannot be denied. The impact of the
leader's behavior as a key element in establishing condi¬
tions for educational productivity and effective staff per¬
formance is strongly supported. This is true whether lead¬
ership is provided solely by the principal or by a leader¬
ship or management team.
A review of the related literature suggests the follow¬
ing; (1) theory supports the concept of team leadership and
the development of working conditions and school climate to
foster self-actualization; (2) the team leadership concept
holds the possibility of making the process of administering
the school more effective in terms of decision making, pupil
performance, and teacher self-fulfillment; (3) the team con¬
cept necessitates alterations in the roles of the teacher
and principal and the traditional authority structure of the
school: (4) this change in the structure of organizational
relationships presumably affects organizational behavior:
(5) shared decision making provides a better opportunity for
the success of the school program, which may be measured in
terms of pupil growth and achievement; (6) input from an
46
administrative or leadership team in the decision-makine
process within the school increases the probability for
higher quality decisions and yields a high level of commit¬
ment to management decisions because decisions are shared
by members of the team; (7) the self-actualization, self-
fulfillment, and sense of responsibility of those partici¬
pating in a team approach will be enhanced due to the impor¬
tance of their own individual roles to the management pro¬




In this chapter, the specific steps involved in the
data gathering procedures are discussed. The discussion is
divided into sections as follows: a) the population sample
which constituted the subjects of this research; b) the data
gathering instruments, which included the Leadership Team
Questionnaire and the Personal Orientation Inventory (POI);
and c) the statistical treatment of the data.
The Population Sample
The universe from which »the population sample was
taken was the Area II schools in the Atlanta Public School
System as of 1980-81. The sample was selected from the
top one-third and the lower one-third of the thirty-two
elementary schools in Area II, according to the results of
the 1981 California Achievement Tests. The sample itself
consisted of tv7enty schools, ten in the upper one-third
group and ten in the lower one-third group.
All the schools represented a cross-section of socio¬
economic status, which included the disadvantaged and lower
middle-class areas within the geographical boundaries of
which the Area II schools are assigned.
All schools included in the sample had a functioning
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leadership team during the 1980-81 school term. The team
consisted of the principal, a leadership team chairperson,
the media specialist, and a teacher representative of each
instructional level -- primary and intermediate levels
in schools K-5, and primary, intermediate, and upper levels
in schools K-7. Several of the schools had a parent repre¬
sentative as a member of the team.
For this study, the subjects included twenty princi¬
pals, (ten in the top one-third group and ten in the lower
one-third group); twenty leadership team chairpersons (ten
in top one-third and ten in the lower one-third group); for¬
ty randomly-selected leadership team members (twenty in the
top one-third and twenty in the lower one-third group); and
forty randomly-selected non-leadership team members (twenty
in the top one-third and twenty in the lower one-third
group).
The researcher initially contacted the Area II super¬
intendent of the Atlanta Public Schools to discuss the re¬
searcher's desire and intent to use the Area II schools in
a study. The assistant superintendent of Area II schools
was also apprised of the nature and purpose of the study.
It was agreed that the results of the study would be reported
confidentially, and that individual schools would not be
identified as to their rank or to their responses to the
questionnaires,
The next step involved seeking permission on the cen¬
tral office level to conduct the study. It was then neces-
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sary to contact the assistant superintendent of Research,
Evaluation, and Data Processing, who referred the matter to
a research associate. The proposed study was approved
several weeks after the researcher submitted to the Research,
Evaluation, and Data Processing Division of the Atlanta Pub¬
lic Schools a prospectus and other required documents.
Building principals of the schools selected for the
study were contacted to secure their cooperation and parti¬
cipation in the proposed research. A letter was mailed in
early November, 1981, to the twenty principals, explaining
the purpose, procedure, and expected outcomes.
In each school the following persons were requested
to respond to the Leadership Team Questionnaire: 1) the
principal; 2) the 1980-81 school term leadership team chair¬
person, who was to obtain a composite response from team
members; and 3) two randomly selected non-leadership team
members.
With respect to the Personal Orientation Inventory
(POI). persons who were asked to respond in each of the
twenty schools included; 1) two randomly selected leader¬
ship team members who served during the 1980-81 school term,
and 2) the same two non-leadership team members who responded
to the Leadership Team Questionnaire.
No demographic data were gathered on the sample popu¬
lation. However, it is known that the subjects were both
male and female of varying levels of experience.
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The Instruments
The Leadership Team Questionnaire
The Leadership Team Questionnaire consists of seventy-
nine (79) items designed to identify perceptions of duties
and functions of leadership teams in school decision-making
processes. The questionnaire encompasses nine areas of
school decision making: 1) instructional coordination,
which subsxxmes sixteen items; 2) curriculum development,
with nine items; 3) staff development, covering eighteen
items; 4) evaluation, encompassing seven items: 5) general
school improvement, with seven items; 6) personnel, covering
six items; 7) rules and discipline, with three items;
8) general administration, encompassing nine items; and
9) policymaking, with four items.
To each specific item the respondent was asked to in¬
dicate the extent to which he or she agrees or disagrees
with the item as an appropriate task or responsibility of
the leadership team in its decision-making role. The re¬
spondent was then asked to rate each item by placing a check
by the rating that best reflects the extent to which the
leadership team in his or her school directly or indirectly
engaged in or performed each task.
The instrtiment was field tested by securing the criti¬
cisms of qualified persons before the final form of the
questionnaire was prepared and mailed out. A preliminary
form of the questionnaire, prepared and tested before mail¬
ing in quantity, led to revision of certain items.
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Validity of the Leadership Team Questionnaire was es
tablished by checking answers, in some cases, against evi¬
dence already on record. In a broader sense, validity was
judged in light of the following types of evidence:
1. Analysis of the formulation of specific ques¬
tions, as iudged and tried out by Various
qualified persons.
2. Preliminary evaluation and tryout of the in¬
strument to clear up any ambiguities.
3. Research and study extending over a long period
of time that the items contained in each cate¬
gory were typical tasks or responsibilities.
4. Response to specific items during the tryout
by a large enough proportion of respondents
to permit the validity of items.
5. A reasonable range of responses to specific
items during the tryout to permit validity.
6. Consistency of the obtained information with ex¬
pectancy . 66
The Personal Orientation Inventory (POI)
The Personal Orientation Inventory (POI), developed by
Everett L. Shostrom in 1968 and revised in 1974, was used as
the operationally defined measure of self-actualization.
Based on Maslow's conceptualization of a "fully functioning
person free of inhibitions and emotional turmoil," the POI
yields two major scales and ten subscales considered impor¬
tant aspects of self-actualization. The two major scales
deal with the effective use of time and inner-directedness;
66carter V. Good and Douglas E. Scates. Methods of Re¬
search. (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1954),
pp. 623-624.
52
whereas the subscales address the areas of valuing, feeling,
self-perception, awareness, and interpersonal sensitivity.
The POI consists of 150 two-choice comparative value
and behavior judgments which provide two ratio scores:
Time Incompetence/Time Competence and Outer Support/Inner
Support, as well as scores on ten subscales: a) Self-
Actualizing Value (SAV); b) Existentiality (Ex); c) Feeling
Reactivity (Fr); d) Spontaneity (Sp); e) Self Regard (Sr);
f) Self-Acceptance (Sa); g) Nature of Man (Nc): h) Synergy
(Sy); i) Acceptance of Aggression (A); and j) Capacity for
Intimate Contact (C).
Only the Time Competence (TC) and Inner Directed (I)
scales were scored to obtain a quick estimate of the examin¬
ee's level of self-actualizing. It was recommended th
scores from the Time Competence scale and the Inner Directed
scale be used in preference to the ratio scores for corre¬
lational or other statistical analyses due to the statisti¬
cal complexities of ratio scores.
The Time Competence scale of the POI was designed to
measure a person's use of time. A self-actualizing person
might be thought of as being competent in the use of time
and appears to live more fully in the here-and-now. Non¬
self-actualizing persons are comparatively the most time in¬
competent. This marked time incompetence suggests that the
non-self-actualizing person does not discriminate well be¬
tween past or future. He is excessively concerned with the
past or the future relative to the present.
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The Inner-Directed support scale is designed to measure
whether an individual's mode of behavior is characteristi¬
cally -'self" oriented (inner directed) or "other" oriented
(outer directed). Inner, or self, directed persons are
guided primarily by internalized principles and motivations,
while other directed persons are to a great extent influ¬
enced by their peer group or other external forces. Self-
actualizing people appear to have liberated themselves from
rigid adherence to the social pressures and social expecta¬
tions to which normal or non-self-actualizing people con¬
form.
The Time Competence and Inner-Directed scales are
scored for the positive or self-actualizing end of the con¬
tinuums. Correlations among the scales also tend to be
positive. Self-actualizing samples are significantly higher
on all scales, and non-self-actualizing samples tend to be
lower on all scores. In other words, high scores suggest
that the individual is time competent and inner-directed,
while low scores suggest that the individual is time incom¬
petent and other-directed, having a tendency to submit to
outside pressures.
The test of ■'Validity of the POI is that the instrument
should discriminate between individuals who have been ob¬
served in their life behavior to have attained a relatively
high degree of self-actualizing from those who have not
shown such development. To test the validity of the POI,
the instrument was administered to two groups, one of rela-
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tively self-actualizing and the other of relatively non-
self-actualizing adults. Results of this study reported by
Shostrom in 1964 indicated that the POI significantly dis¬
criminates between clinically judged self-actualizing and
non-self-actualizing groups on eleven of the twelve scales.67
Treatment of the Data
The statistical data derived from the responses to
the Leadership Team Questionnaire and the Personal Orienta¬
tion Inventory (POI) used in this research were assembled,
organized, and analyzed at a conputer center in the locale
of this study.
The data of the Leadership Team Questionnaire were
used to ascertain the extent of agreement and disagreement
among principals, leadership team members, and non-leader¬
ship team members of high and low achieving schools in re¬
gard to the appropriateness of the leadership team's deci¬
sion-making responsibilities in nine categories. The re¬
sults were expressed in terms of frequency and percent. In
a similar manner the researcher used the data to show the
frequency and percent of the engagement of the leadership
team in decision-making activities in the nine categories,
as observed by the principals, leadership team chairpersons.
67Everett L. Shostrom^ Manual for the Personal Orien-
tation Inventory (San Diego, California: EDITS (Education¬
al and industrial Testing Services), 1974, p. 23.
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and non-leadership team members.
The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS)
one-way analysis of variance package was employed to deter¬
mine non-chance variations among the means of the three
groups -- principals, leadership team chairpersons, and non¬
leadership team members -- on sets related to instructional
coordination, curriculum development, staff development,
evaluation, general school improvement, personnel, rules
and discipline, general administration, and policymaking.
The non-chance variations were accepted as statistically
significant if the "t" values obtained were sufficiently
large to indicate the probability P equal to or less than
.05.
The "t” test was used to compare the mean scores of
groups in high achieving and low achieving schools for sta¬
tistical significance with respect to self-actualization.
The hypothesis was accepted if the computed "t" value was
equal to or greater than its critical value at the .05 level
of confidence; the hypothesis was rejected if the computed
"t" value was less than its critical value at the .05 level
of confidence.
In addition, analysis of variance was employed in
processing the data from the Personal Orientation Inventory.
The purpose of the data analysis was to determine if signi¬
ficant differences exist between and among leadership team
members and non-leadership team members in high achieving
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and low achieving schools in regard to their scores on the
Time Competence and Inner Directed scales. The non-chance
variations were accepted or rejected as statistically sicni-
ficant at the .05 level of confidence.
Specific Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1: There are no significant differences in the
perceptions of principals, leadership team
chairpersons, and non-leadership team mem¬
bers of the duties and tasks of the leader¬
ship team, as measured by the agreement/dis¬
agreement items comprising the nine scales











H3rpothesis 2: There are no significant differences in the
perceptions of principals, leadership team
chairpersons, and non-leadership team mem¬
bers of the performance of duti es and tasks
by the leadership team, as measured by the
engagement items comnrising the nine scales











There is no significant difference in the
degree of self-actualization of leadership
team member and non-leadership team members,
as determined by the Time Competence and
Hypothesis 3:
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Inner Directed scales of the Personal Orienta¬
tion Inventory.
The rejection of these hypotheses would indicate that
there is general agreement between the rationale of this
study and the results within the limitations of the study.
The acceptance of these hypotheses, on the other hand, may
indicate some limitations in the sample or instruments. It
may also indicate a need for reconsideration of the theo¬
retical base of this study.
CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS
This chapter of the research report contains the ta¬
bles, analyses, and interpretations of data accruing from
the seventy-nine (79) response items of the Leadership Team
Questionnaire, encompassing nine categories: instructional
coordination, curriculum development, staff development,
evaluation, general school improvement, personnel, rules and
discipline, general administration, and policymaking.
The presentation in this chapter further reports the
data resulting from the scores of the Time Competence
and Inner Directed scales of the Personal Orientation Inven¬
tory (POI), which provide a measure of one's self-actualiza¬
tion.
The collected data were statistically treated and
interpreted with the appropriate degrees of freedom at the
.05 level of confidence.
Presentation and Item Analysis of Data Resulting
From the Leadership Team Questionnaire in
Significant Categories
In this section an item analysis is presented of the
perceptions of principals, leadership team chairpersons, and
non-leadership team members regarding categories of tasks
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and duties of the leadership team that proved significant in
this study.
This analysis includes the items for seven scales of
the Leadership Team Questionnaire on which some significance
was found, and for which further statistics were computed.
The categories (scales) in which some significance was
generated are as follows: Instructional Coordination,
Curriculum Development, Staff Development, Evaluation,
General School Improvement, General Administration, and
Policjnnaking. The two categories in which no significance
occurred were: (1) Personnel and (2) Rules and Discipline.
Thus, these two categories will not be analyzed in regard
to frequency distributions and percentages.
Instructional Coordination
Table 1 presents the response of principals of high
and low achieving schools to agreement/disagreement items
in the category of instructional coordination.
An analysis of the data shows that in high achieving
schools, ninety percent of the principals agreed with Item
2 (Coordinate compensatory education) and Item 8 (Review
ECD units), whereas in low achieving schools only forty per¬
cent agreed with these respective items. Thirty percent of
the principals in high achieving schools partly agreed with
Item 9 (Use community resources), compared with fifty per¬




ITEM RESPONSE OF THE PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS IN
HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVING SCHOOLS TO AGREEMENT/
DISAGREEMENT ITEMS IN THE CATEGORY OF











1. Coordinate A 5(50) 3(30)
instructional PA 4(20) 3(30)
budget PD 1(10) 0(0)
D 0(0) 4(40)
2. Coordinate A 9(90) 4(40)
compensatory PA 1(10) 4(40)
instruction PD 0(0) 1(10)
D 0(0) 1(10)
3. Suggest A 5(50) 6(60)
materials PA 5(50) 3(30)
PD 0(0) 1(10)
D 0(0) 0(0)
4. Update A 8(80) 4(40)
inventory PA 1(10) 2(20)
PD 1(10) 2(20)
D 0(0) 2(20)
5. Schedule team A 9(90) 8(80)
meetings PA 1(10) 1(10)
PD 0(0) 1(10)
D 0(0) 0(0)
6. Facilitate A 9(90) 9(90)
functional PA 1(10) 1(10)
meetings PD 0(0) 0(0)
D 0(0) 0(0)
7. Recommend A 5(50) 3(30)
teacher PA 2(20) 0(0)













8. Review ECD A 9(90) 4(40)
mits PA 1(10) 4(40)
PD 0(0) 2(20)
D 0(0) 0(0)
9. Use community A 6(60) 3(30)
resources PA 3(30) 5(50)
PD 1(10) 1(10)
D 0(0) 1(10)
10. Fit program A 8(80) 7(70)
to community PA 2(20) 2(20)
PD 0(0) 1(10)
D 0(0) 0(0)
11. Determine in- A 7(70) 4(40)
structional PA 2(20) 3(30)
levels PD 1(10) 1(10)
D 0(0) 2(20)
12. Check teach- A 5(50) 2(20)
ing plans PA 2(20) 2(20)
PD 0(0) 1(10)
D 3(30) 5(50)
13. Help teach A 6(60) 2(20)
skills PA 4(40) 3(30)
PD 0(0) 2(20)
D 0(0) 3(30)
14. Help with A 6(60) 4(40)
group manage- PA 3(30) 4(40)
ment PD 1(10) 2(20)
D 0(0) 0(0)
15. Schedule A 7(70) 5(50)






High Achieving Low Achieving
Description Schools Schools
Prinji^^ls(lO) Principals(10)fd)
16. Monitor A 7(70) 5(50)




PA = Partly Agree
PD = Partly Disagree
D = Disagree
It is noteworthy that a smaller percent of the princi¬
pals of high achieving schools indicated "Disagree" to the
items in the category of instructional coordination. The
highest percent of disagreement among principals in high
achieving schools was thirty percent regarding Item 7
(Recommend teacher assignment) and Item 12 (Check teaching
plans). The highest percent of disagreement in low achiev¬
ing schools was fifty percent with Item 12.
A larger percent of principals of high achieving
schools either agreed or partly agreed with items on the
Instructional Coordination scale, in comparison with prin¬
cipals of low achieving schools who gave more responses of
"Partly Agree" or "Disagree" with the items.
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Curriculvim DevelopTnent
Table 2 shows the response of principals, leadership
team chairpersons and non-leadership team members to agree¬
ment/disagreement items in the category of curricultim devel¬
opment.
In the further statistical computations to be reported
later in this chapter, significant differences were found in
the category of curriculiim development between principals
and non-leadership team members and between leadership team
chairpersons and non-leadership team members.
An analysis of the results shows a larger percentage
of non-leadership team members in high achieving schools
partly agreeing with items than principals of high achieving
schools. In low achieving schools non-leadership team mem¬
bers tended to partly disagree with items more than the
principals. In both high and low achieving schools, leader¬
ship team members tended to agree with items more than non¬
leadership team members.
In high achieving schools ninety percent of the leader¬
ship team chairpersons agreed with Item 7 (Share ECD infor¬
mation) ; only forty-five percent of non-leadership team
members agreed with this item. Wide discrepancies were also
detected in the response of leadership team chairpersons and
non-leadership team members of high achieving schools to
these items: Item 3 (Set tone for curriculxom); Item 4 (Im¬
plement individualized learning program); Item 6 (Decide
TABLE 2
ITEM RESPONSE OF THE PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS, LEADERSHIP. TEAM CHAIRPERSONS AND
NON-LEADERSHIP TEAM MEMBERS TO AGREEMENT/DISAGREEMENT ITEMS IN THE CATEGORY OF
CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT ON THE LEADERSHIP TEAM QUESTIONNAIRE
Item High Achieving Schools Low Achieving Schools
Description Rating Prin- LT Chair- Non-LTM Prin- LT Chair- Non-LTM
cipals(10) persons(10) (20) cipals(10) persons(10) (20)
f(7o) f(%) f(%) f(7o) f(7o) f(7o)
Develop A 3(30) 2(20) 1(5) 1(10) 3(30) 3(15)
teaching PA 3(30) 2(20) 8(40) 4(40) 2(20) 4(20)
units PD 3(30) 4(40) 6(30) 3(30) 1(10) 8(40)
D 1(10) 2(20) 5(25) 2(20) 4(40) 5(25)
Conduct A 7(70) 3(30) 8(40) 6(60) 6(60) 9(45)
curriculum PA 3(30) 7(70) 8(40) 3(30) 4(40) 3(15)
activities PD 0(0) 0(0) 2(10) 1(10) 0(0) 4(20)
D 0(0) 0(0) 2(10) 0(0) 0(0) 4(20)
Set tone A 7(70) 6(60) 5(25) 5(50) 5(50) 8(40)
for PA 7(70) 3(30) 11(55) 5(50) 4(40) 5(25)
curriculum PD 0(0) 1(10) 3(15) 0(0) 0(0) 4(20)
D 1(10) 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 1(10) 3(15)
Implement A 6(60) 8(80) 8(40) 3(30) 4(40) 9(45)
individ- , PA 4(40) 2(20) 10(50) 5(50) 5(50) 8(40)
ualized PD 0(0) 0(0) 2(10) 2(20) 1(10) 1(5)

















Foster A 6(60) 5(50) 8(40) 3(30) 5(50) 5(25)
human PA 1(10) 5(50) 6(30) 5(50) 5(50) 9(45)
relations PD 3(30) 5(50) 4(20) 2(20) 0(0) 4(20)
D 0(0) 0(0) 2(10) 0(0) 0(0) 2(10)
Decide A 6(60) 6(60) 7(35) 3(30) 2(20) 7(35)
which sub¬ PA 3(30) 3(30) 9(45) 4(40) 4(40) 5(25)
ject to PD 1(10) 1(10) 3(15) 3(30) 3(30) 3(15)
individ¬
ualize
D 0(0) 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 1(10) 5(25)
Share ECD A 8(80) 9(90) 9(45) 6(60) 8(80) 14(70)
informa¬ PA 2(20) 1(10) 9(45) 2(20) 2(20) 4(20)
tion PD 0(0) 0(0) 2(10) 1(10) 0(0) 1(5)
D 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(10) 0(0) 1(5)
Use ser¬ A 6(60) 7(70) 7(35) 2(20) 5(50) 7(35)
vices of PA 2(20) 3(30) 7(35) 5(50) 4(40) 6(30)
teacher PD 2(20) 0(0) 4(20) 2(20) 0(0) 0(0)
aide D 0(0) 0(0) 2(20) 1(10) 1(10) 7(35)
Provide A 9(90) 8(80) 13(65) 7(70) 7(70) 13(65)
scope and PA 0(0) 1(10) 7(35) 2(20) 3(30) 4(20)
sequence PD 0(0) 1(10) 0(0) 1(10) 0(0) 1(5)
charts D 1(10) 1(10) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 2(10)
TABLE 2--Continued
Item High Achieving Schools Low Achieving Schools
Description Rating Prin- LT Chair- Non-LTM Prin- LT Chair- Non-LTM
cipals(10) persons(10) (20) cipals(10) persons(10) (20)
f(7o) f(7o) f(7o) f(%) f(7o) f(%)
A = Agree
PA = Partly Agree
PD = Partly Disagree
D = Disagree
LT = Leadership Team
Non-LTM = Non-Leadership Team Member
a\
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which subjects to individualize); Item 8 (Use services of
teacher aides); and Item 9 (Provide scope and sequence
charts),
In low achieving schools, there was less difference
in the percent of response of leadership team chairpersons
and non-leadership team members to items of agreement.
Fifty percent of the leadership team chairpersons in low
achieving schools agreed with Item 5 (Foster human relations)
in comparison with twenty-five percent of non-leadership
team members in agreement with this item.
Also, fifty percent of leadership team members agreed
with Item 8 (Use services of teacher aides), while thirty-
five percent of non-leadership team members agreed.
There were other differences observed in the two
groups. In the low achieving schools, forty percent of the
leadership team chairpersons disagreed with Item 1 (Develop
teaching units); only twenty-five percent of non-leadership
members disagreed with this item. On the other hand, ten
percent of the leadership team chairpersons partly dis¬
agreed with Item 1, while forty percent of the non-leader¬
ship team members partly disagreed with this item.
Thirty-five percent of non-leadership team members
disagreed with Item 8 (Use services of teacher aides),
while only ten percent of leadership team chairpersons dis¬
agreed with this item. Forty percent of leadership team
chairpersons also partly agreed with Item 2 (Conduct curric-
ultim activities), in comparison with fifteen percent of non-
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leadership team members responding "partly agree" to this
item.
Table 2 also shows the response of principals and
non-leadership team members to the agreement/disagreement
items in the category of curriculiam development.
In high achieving schools seventy percent of the
principals agreed with Item 3 (Set tone for curriculum); in
response to same item only twenty-five percent of non¬
leadership team members agreed. Twenty percent of the
principals partly agreed with this item, while fifty-five
percent of non-leadership team members partly agreed.
In response to Item 6 (Decide which subjects to in¬
dividualize) , sixty percent of the principals in high
achieving schools agreed with this item, in comparison with
thirty-five percent of non-leadership members. Eighty per¬
cent of the principals agreed with Item 3 (Share ECD infor¬
mation) , while forty-five percent of non-leadership team
members agreed.
Other differences noted were in Item 8 (Use services
of teacher aide) and Item 9 (Provide scope and sequence
charts). Sixty percent of the principals of high achieving
schools agreed with Item 8, while ninety percent agreed with
Item 9. On the other hand, only thirty-five percent of non¬
leadership team members agreed with Item 8, and sixty-five
percent agreed with Item 9.
Differences in responses of principals and non-leader-
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ship team members in low achieving schools were also noted.
Forty percent of the principals partly agreed with Item 1
(Develop teaching units), while twenty percent of non¬
leadership team members partly agreed. Thirty percent of
the principals partly agreed with Item 2 (Conduct curricu¬
lum activities), in comparison with fifteen percent of non¬
leadership team members who partly disagreed.
Fifty percent of the principals indicated "partly
agree" to Item 8 (Use services of teacher aides), while
thirty percent of the non-leadership team members gave a
similar response to this item. It is interesting to note
also that thirty-five percent of non-leadership team members
responded "disagree" to this item in comparison to only ten
percent of the principals who disagreed.
Staff Development
Table 3 presents data regarding responses of leader¬
ship team chairpersons and non-leadership team members to
agreement/disagreement items items in the category of staff
development on the Leadership Team Questionnaire.
Leadership team chairpersons in high achieving schools
were one hundred percent in agreement with Item 2 (Hold
meetings), Item 4 (Identify in-service needs), and Item 8
(Maintain records). Correspondingly, seventy-five percent
of non-leadership team members agreed with Item 2, fifty-
five percent on Item 4, and sixty percent on Item 9.
Other discrepancies appeared between leadership team
TABLE 3
ITEM RESPONSE OF THE PERCEPTIONS OF LEADERSHIP TEAM CHAIRPERSONS AND NON-LEADER¬
SHIP TEAM MEMBERS TO AGREEMENT/DISAGREEMENT ITEMS IN THE CATEGORY OF STAFF
DEVELOPMENT OF THE LEADERSHIP TEAM QUESTIONNAIRE






Develop leadership A 7(70) 11(55) 10(100) 12(60)
plan PA 3(30) 7(35) 0(0) 5(25)
PD 0(0) 2(10) 0(0) 1(5)
D 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 2(10)
Hold meetings A 10(100) 15(75) 10(100) 14(70)
PA 0(0) 4(20) 0(0) 5(25)
PD 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 0(0)
D 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(5)
Orient staff A 8(80) 14(70) 10(100) 13(65)
PA 2(20) 5(25) 0(0) 5(25)
PD 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 1(5)
D 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(5)
Identify inservice A 10(100) 11(55) 10(100) 14(70)
needs PA 0(0) 7(35) 0(0) 4(20)
PD 0(0) 2(10) 0(0) 0(0)
D 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 2(10)
TABLE 3—Continued
Item Description Rating High Achieving Schools Low Achieving Schools
LTC(IO) NLTM(20) LTC(IO) NLTM(20)
f(V f(7o) f(7a) f(%)
Plan staff A 9(90) 11(55) 8(80) 15(75)
activities PA 1(10) 8(40) 2(20) 1(5)
PD 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 1(5)
D 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 3(15)
Obtain inservice A 9(90) 7(35) 7(70) 15(75)
resources PA 1(10) 9(45) 3(30) 3(15)
PD 0(0) 2(10) 0(0) 1(5)
D 0(0) 2(10) 0(0) 1(5)
Stay "on call" to A 5(50) 7(35) 5(50) 6(30)
teachers PA 4(40) 5(25) 1(10) 4(20)
PD 1(10) 6(30) 3(30) 5(25)
D 0(0) 2(10) 1(10) 5(25)
Maintain records A 10(100) 13(65) 8(80) 13(65)
PA 0(0) 6(30) 1(10) 4(20)
PD 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 1(5)
D 0(0) 0(0) 1(10) 2(10)
Coordinate staff ECD A 8(80) 12(60) 3(30) 9(45)
representation PA 2(20) 5(25) 5(50) 7(35)
PD 0(0) 2(10) 1(10) 1(5)
D 0(0) 1(5) 1(10) 3(15)
TABLE 3--Continued
Item Description Rating High Achieving Schools Low Achieving Schools
LTC(IO) NLTM(20) LTC(IO) NLTM(20)
f(7o) f(7o) f(7o) f(%)
10. Implement simu¬ A 7(70) 9(45) 4(40) 8(40)
lated learning PA 2(20) 5(25) 5(50) 4(20)
model PD 1(10) 2(10) 2(20) 6(30)
D 0(0) 2(10) 2(20) 2(10)
11. Read professional A 6(60) 9(45) 6(60) 10(50)
literature PA 4(40) 7(35) 3(30) 6(30)
PD 0(0) 3(15) 1(10) 2(10)
D 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 2(10)
12. Review individua¬ A 4(40) 6(30) 6(60) 9(45)
lized subject areas PA 5(50) 8(40) 4(40) 9(45)
PD 1(10) 6(30) 0(0) 0(0)
D 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 2(10)
13. Follow up workshop A 9(90) 9(45) 5(50) 11(55)
experiences PA 1(10) 7(35) 5(50) 6(30)
PD 0(0) 3(15) 0(0) 2(10)
D 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 1(5)
14. Respond to check¬ A 5(50) 7(35) 8(80) 7(35)
lists PA 3(30) 8(40) 1(10) 1(5)
PD 2(20) 3(15) 0(0) 1(5)
D 0(0) 2(10) 1(10) 2(10)
TABLE 3--Continued
Item Description Rating High Achieving Schools Low Achieving Schools
LTC(IO) NLTM(20) LTC(IO) NLTM(20)
f(7c) fC7o) f(7o) f(7o)
Compile checklist A 6(60) 10(50) 8(80) 8(40)
PA 3(30) 6(30) 0(0) 7(35)
PD 1(10) 2(10) 0(0) 1(5)
D 0(0) 2(10) 2(20) 4(20)
Post ECD model A 8(80) 10(50) 7(70) 10(50)
PA 2(20) 5(25) 1(10) 7(35)
PD 0(0) 4(20) 1(10) 0(0)
D 0(0) 1(5) 1(10) 3(15)
Support staff A 8(80) 9(45) 7(70) 11(55)
presentations PA 2(20) 8(40) 3(30) 6(30)
PD 0(0) 2(10) 0(0) 0(0)
D 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 3(15)
Recognize teachers A 8(80) 13(65) 8(80) 13(65)
PA 2(20) 5(25) 2(20) 5(25)
PD 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 1(5)
D 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 1(5)
D = Disagree
LTC = Leadership Team Chairpersons
NLTM = Non-Leadership Team Members
A = Agree
PA = Partly Agree
PD = Partly Disagree
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chairpersons and non-leadership team members in high achiev¬
ing schools with respect to Item 5 (Plan staff activities);
Item 6 (Obtain inservice resources); Item 9 (Follow up
workshop experiences); Item 16 (Post ECD model); and Item
17 (Support staff presentations). Ninety percent of leader¬
ship team chairpersons agreed with Items 5 and 6, while
fifty-five percent of non-leadership team members agreed
with Item 5 and thirty-five percent agreed with Item 6,
Only forty-five percent of non-leadership team members
agreed with Item 13; ninety percent of leadership team
chairpersons agreed with Items 16 and 17. A mere fifty
percent of non-leadership team members agreed with Item 16,
while forty-five percent agreed with Item 17.
In low achieving schools there was one hvindred percent
agreement by the leadership team chairpersons on Item 1
(Develop leadership plan); Item 2 (Hold meetings); Item 3
(Orient staff); and Item 4 (Identify inservice needs). On
the other hand, sixty percent of non-leadership team members
agreed with Item 1; seventy percent with Items 2 and 4; and
sixty-five percent with Item 3.
Also, eighty percent of leadership team chairpersons
in low achieving schools agreed with Item 14 (Respond to
checklists), while only thirty-five percent of non-leader¬
ship team members agreed with this item. Partly agreeing '
with this item were fifty percent of non-leadership team
members and ten percent of leadership team members.
To Item 15 (Compile checklists), eighty percent of
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leadership team chairpersons agreed, while forty percent of
non-leadership team members agreed.
Evaluation
Data on the perceptions of leadership team chairper¬
sons and non-leadership team members to agreement/disagree-
ment items in the category of evaluation are presented in
Table 4.
The data indicate that in high achieving schools the
response of leadership team chairpersons and non-leadership
team members varied on five of the items : Item 1 (Develop
evaluative instrviments) ; Item 2 (Evaluate individualized
program); Item 3 (Plan conferences); Item 5 (Evaluate
teachers); and Item 7 (Use evaluative findings).
Sixty percent of the leadership team chairpersons
agreed with Item 1; only thirty-five percent of non-leader¬
ship team members agreed with this item. Eighty percent of
the leadership team chairpersons agreed with Item 2, in
comparison to forty-five percent of the non-leadership team
group. To Item 3, ninety percent of the leadership team
chairpersons agreed, while only sixty-five percent of non¬
leadership team members agreed.
Seventy percent of the leadership team chairpersons
indicated agreement with Item 5; thirty-five percent of the
non-team members agreed to this item. While one hundred
percent of the leadership team members agreed with Item 7,
a mere fifty percent of the non-leadership team members
TABLE 4
ITEM RESPONSE OF THE PERCEPTIONS OF LEADERSHIP TEAM CHAIRPERSONS AND NON¬
LEADERSHIP TEAM MEMBERS TO AGREEMENT/DISAGREEMENT ITEMS IN THE
CATEGORY OF EVALUATION ON THE LEADERSHIP TEAM QUESTIONNAIRE
Staff Development
Item Description Rating High Achieving Schools Low Achieving Schools
LTC(IO) NLTM(20) LTC(IO) NLTM(20)
f(7o) f(7o) f(7o) f(7o)
Develop evaluative A 6(60) 7(35) 6(60) 10(50)
ins trtiments PA 3(30) 6(30) 2(20) 6(30)
PD 0(0) 3(15) 2(20) 2(10)
D 1(10) 4(20) 0(0) 2(10)
Evaluate individua¬ A 8(80) 9(45) 5(50) 10(50)
lized program PA 2(20) 8(40) 2(20) 9(45)
PD 0(0) 3(15) 3(30) 0(0)
D 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(5)
Plan conferences A 9(90) 13(65) 7(70) 14(70)
PA 0(0) 6(30) 2(20) 4(20)
PD 0(0) 0(0) 1(10) 0(0)
D 1(10) 1(5) 0(0) 2(10)
Maintain diagnostic A 8(80) 15(75) 8(80) 13(65)
folders PA 2(20) 4(20) 2(20) 4(20)
PD 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
D 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 3(15)
TABLE 4
Staff Development
Item Description Rating High Achieving Schools Low Achieving Schools
LTC(IO) NLTM(20) LTC(IO) NLTM(20)
f(%) fa) f(7o) f(7o)
Evaluate teachers A 7(70) 7(35) 5(50) 9(45)
PA 3(30) 7(35) 4(40) 4(20)
PD 0(0) 2(10) 1(10) 3(15)
D 0(0) 4(20) 0(0) 4(20)
Use checklists and A 6(60) 13(65) 6(60) 9(45)
report cards PA 4(40) 4(20) 2(20) 7(35)
PD 0(0) 0(0) 2(20) 1(5)
D 0(0) 3(15) 0(0) 3(15)
Use evaluative A 10(100) 10(50) 6(60) 11(55)
findings PA 0(0) 8(40) 3(30) 5(25)
PD 0(0) 1(5) 1(10) 0(0)
D 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 4(20)
A = Agree
PA = Partly Agree
PD = Partly Disagree
D = Disagree
LTC = Leadership Team Chairpersons
NLTC = Non-Leadership Team Members
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agreed.
It was also noted in high achieving schools that
twenty percent of the non-leadership team members disagreed
with Item 1 (Develop evalxiative instruments) and Item 5
(Evaluate teachers). No leadership team chairperson dis¬
agreed with Items 1 and 5.
The data revealed fewer discrepancies between leader¬
ship team chairpersons and non-leadership team members in
low achieving schools. Twenty percent of the leadership
team chairpersons partly agreed with Item 2, in comparison
with forty-five percent of non-leadership team members
partly agreeing with this item.
The data further show that twenty percent of the non¬
leadership team members in low achieving schools disagreed
with Items 5 and 7, whereas there was no disagreement among
leadership team chairpersons on these items.
General School Improvement
Table 5 presents the data on the responses of princi¬
pals, leadership team chairpersons, and non-leadership team
members to items in the category of general school improve¬
ment .
The data show that in high achieving schools princi¬
pals and leadership team chairpersons indicated differences
in agreement on Item 1 (Organize Advisory Coxmcil); Item 2
(Use parental involvement materials); Item 3 (Communicate
school plan); Item 4 (Publicize school's program); and Item
TABLE 5
ITEM RESPONSE OF THE PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS, LEADERSHIP TEAM CHAIRPERSONS AND
NON-LEADERSHIP TEAM MEMBERS TO AGREEMENT/DISAGREEMENT ITEMS IN THE CATEGORY OF
GENERAL SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT ON THE LEADERSHIP TEAM QUESTIONNAIRE
High Achieving Schools Low Achieving Schools
Item Rating Principals(10) LTC(IO) NLTM(20) Principals(10) LTC(IO) NLTM(20)
Description f(7„) £(%) £(%) £(%) f(7o) f(7o)
Organize A 7(70) 10(100) 10(50) 5(50) 5(50) 9(45)
Advisory PA 3(30) 0(0) 7(35) 1(10) 3(30) 5(25)
Council PD 0(0) 0(0) 1(5) 2(20) 1(10) 2(10)
D 0(0) 0(0) 2(10) 2(20) 1(10) 4(20)
The paren¬ A 5(50) 9(90) 10(50) 4(40) 5(50) 11(55)
tal in¬ PA 5(50) 1(10) 8(40) 4(40) 5(50) 6(30)
volvement PD 0(0) 0(0) 1(5) 2(20) 0(0) 1(5)
materials D 0(0) 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 0(0) 2(10)
Communicate A 7(70) 9(90) 11(55) 6(60) 8(80) 13(65)
school plan PA 3(30) 1(10) 7(35) 3(30) 2(20) 2(10)
PD 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(10) 0(0) 2(10)
D 0(0) 0(0) 2(10) 0(0) 0(0) 3(15)
Publicize A 4(40) 6(60) 8(40) 4(40) 6(60) 10(50)
school's PA 4(40) 2X20) 9(45) 4(40) 2(20) 4(20)
program PD 1(10) 2(20) 1(5) 0(0) 2(20) 3(15)
D 1(10) 0(0) 2(10) 2(20) 0(0) 3(15)
TABLE 5--Continued
High Achieving Schools Low Achieving Schools
Item Rating Principals(10) LTC(IO) NLTM(20) Principals(10) LTC(IO) NLTM(20)
Description f(7o) f(%) f(%) f(7o) £(%) f(7o)
Create A 10(100) 10(100) 14(70) 8(80) 9(90) 16(80)
school PA 0(0) 0(0) 5(25) 2(20) 1(10) 1(5)
climate PD 0(0) 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
D 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 3(15)
Build pro¬ A 7(70) 9(90) 14(70) 5(50) 7(70) 13(65)
fessional PA 2(20) 0(0) 4(20) 4(40) 3(30) 4(20)
library PD 1(10) 1(10) 2(10) 1(10) 0(0) 0(0)
D 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 3(15)
Be a model A 9(90) 9(90) 18(90) 7(70) 9(70) 15(75)
for pupils PA 1(10) 1(10) 2(10) 3(30) 1(10) 2(10)
PD 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(10) 1(5)
D 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(10) 2(10)
A = Agree
PA = Partly Agree
PD = Partly Disagree
D = Disagree
LTC = Leadership Team Chairpersons
NLTC = Non-Leadership Team Members
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6 (Build professional library).
Seventy percent of the principals agreed with Item 1;
one hundred percent of leadership team chairpersons agreed
with this item. In response to Item 2, fifty percent of
the principals agreed and fifty percent partly agreed,
whereas ninety percent of the leadership team chairpersons
agreed with this item. Ninety percent of the leadership
team persons agreed with Item 3, in comparison with seventy
percent of the principals. In response to Item 4, forty
percent of the principals, respectively, agreed and partly
agreed. Sixty percent of the leadership team chairpersons
agreed with this item. Whereas ninety percent of the
leadership team chairpersons agreed with Item 6, only seven¬
ty percent of the principals agreed with this item, with
twenty percent partly agreeing.
In low achieving schools the data show that leadership
team members and principals differed on fewer items in the
category of general school improvement. Forty percent of
the principals agreed with Item 4, with forty percent partly
agreeing. Sixty percent of the leadership team members
agreed with this item, while twenty percent partly agreed.
The analysis of the data on the responses of leader¬
ship team chairpersons and non-leadership team members to
items subsumed under the category of school administration,
as shown in Table V, also revealed differences that were
computed to be significant.
In high achieving schools, one hundred percent of the
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leadership team members agreed with Items 1 and 5, while
only fifty percent of the non-leadership team members agreed
with Item 1 and seventy percent with Item 5.
Wide discrepancies were shown in responses to Items 2,
3, and 4. Ninety percent of the leadership team chairper¬
sons agreed with Items 2 and 3, while only fifty percent of
the non-leadership team members agreed with Item 2. and
fifty-five percent with Item 3. Sixty percent of the leader¬
ship team chairpersons agreed with Item 4, with twenty per¬
cent respectively, partly agreeing and partly disagreeing.
Forty percent of the non-leadership team members agreed with
Item 4, and forty-five percent partly agreed.
The data further show that in low achieving schools
eighty percent of the leadership team members agreed with
Item 3; sixty-five percent of the non-leadership team mem¬
bers also agreed with this item. In response to Item 7,
ninety percent of the leadership team chairpersons agreed,
while seventy-five percent of non-leadership members agreed.
General Administration
The data on the perception of leadership team chair¬
persons and non-leadership team members relating to agree¬
ment/disagreement items in the category of general adminis¬
tration are presented in Table 6.
The data show that leadership team chairpersons in
high achieving schools indicated one hundred percent agree¬
ment with Item 1 (Develop plan of action); Item 2 (Keep
TABLE 6
ITEM RESPONSE OF THE PERCEPTIONS OF LEADERSHIP TEAM CHAIRPERSONS AND NON-LEADER¬
SHIP TEAM MEMBERS TO AGREEMENT/DISAGREEMENT ITEMS IN THE CATEGORY OF














1. Develop plan A 10(100) 17(85) 9(90) 17(85)
of action PA 0(0) 1(5) 1(10) 1(5)
PD 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 0(0)
D 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 2(10)
2. Keep parents A 10(100) 15(75) 9(90) 17(85)
informed PA 0(0) 3(15) 1(10) 1(5)
PD 0(0) 2(10) 0(0) 1(5)
D 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(5)
3. Construct manage- A 9(90) 11(55) 8(80) 12(60)
ment plan PA 1(10) 8(40) 2(20) 4(20)
PD 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 2(10)
D 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 2(10)
4. Display manage- A 9(90) 10(50) 8(80) 10(50)
ment plan PA 1(10) 6(30) 1(10) 4(20)
PD 0(0) 4(20 1(10) 2(10)
D 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 4(20)
5. Review orders A 5(50) 7(35) 2(20) 6(30)
PA 1(10) 9(45) 5(50) 8(40)
PD 3(30) 4(20) 3(30) 3(15)
D 1(10) 0(0) 0(0) 1(5)
TABLE 6--Continued
High Achieving Schools Low Achieving Schools
Item Description Rating LTC(10) NLTM(20) LTC(10) NLTM(20)
f(7o) f(%) f(7o) f(%)
Work with monitor¬ A 8(80) 12(60) 7(70) 15(75)
ing team PA 1(10) 5(25) 1(10) 4(20)
PD 0(0) 3(15) 2(20) 0(0)
D 1(10) 0(0) 0(0) 1(5)
Serve as ECD A 7(70) 11(55) 6(60) 5(25)
spokesman PA 3(30) 5(25) 3(30) 6(30)
PD 0(0) 3(15) 0(0) 5(25)
D 0(0) 1(5) 1(10) 4(20)
Involve pupils A 7(70) 8(40) 7(70) 9(45)
PA 2(20) 9(45) 3(30) 7(35)
PD 1(10) 3(15) 0(0) 0(0)
D 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 4(20)
Review progress A 10(100) 14(70) 7(70) 14(70)
PA 0(0) 5(25) 3(30) 4(20)
PD 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 0(0)
D 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 2(10)
A = Agree
PA = Partly Agree
PD = Partly Disagree
D = Disagree
LTC = Leadership Team Chairpersons
NLTM = Non-Leadership Team Members
85
parents informed); and Item 9 (Review progress). In re¬
sponse to these items, eighty-five percent of the non¬
leadership team members agreed with Item 1; seventy-five
percent agreed with Item 2; and seventy percent agreed with
Item 9.
While ninety percent of the leadership team chairper¬
sons agreed with Item 3 (Construct management plan) and
Item 4 (Display management plan), only fifty-five percent
of the non-leadership team members agreed with Item 3 and
fifty percent with Item 4. The data also show a distribu¬
tion of responses by non-leadership team members to Item 4
and 5. Thirty percent of non-leadership team members partly
agreed with Item 4, while twenty percent partly disagreed.
Forty-five percent partly agreed with Item 5, with twenty
percent partly disagreeing. Only ten percent of the leader¬
ship team chairpersons partly agreed with Item 5; thirty
percent partly disagreed.
The analysis of the data shows that in low achieving
schools, sixty percent of the leadership team chairpersons
agreed with Item 7 (Serve as ECD spokesman). while twenty-
five percent of non-leadership team members agreed. Also,
seventy percent of the leadership team chairpersons agreed
with Item 8 (Involve pupils), while only forty percent of
the non-leadership team members agreed.
Twenty percent of the non-leadership team members in
low achieving schools disagreed with Items 4, 7, and 8. No
leadership team chairpersons disagreed with Items 4 and 8;
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however, ten percent disagreed with Item 7.
In Table 7 the frequency and percentage of responses
to engagement items by leadership team chairpersons and non¬
leadership team members are presented.
In high achieving schools one hmdred percent of the
leadership team chairpersons responded "Often” to engagement
in Item 1 (Develop plan of action) and Item 2 (Keep parents
informed). Seventy-five percent of non-leadership team mem¬
bers indicated "Often" to Item 1, with sixty-five percent
indicating "Often" to Item 2 and twenty-five percent re¬
sponding "Usually" to this item. Seventy percent of the
leadership team chairpersons indicated "Often" to Item 3
(Construct management plan); fifty percent of the non-leader-
ship team members responded "Often" to this item.
Other variations in high achieving schools were on
Item 5 (Review orders), Item 6 (Work with monitoring team),
and Item 7 (Serve as ECD spokesman). Thirty percent of the
leadership team chairpersons indicated "Often" to Item 5,
while seventy percent of non-leadership team members re¬
sponded "Often" to this item. On the same item sixty per¬
cent of the non-leadership team members indicated "Seldom/
Never", while twenty percent responded "Seldom/Never" in
the non-leadership team group. In response to Item 6,
eighty percent of the leadership team chairpersons indicated
"Often"; fifty percent of non-leadership team members re¬
sponded "Often" to this item. Sixty percent of leadership
team chairpersons indicated "Often" to engagement in Item 7,
TABLE 7
ITEM RESPONSE OF THE PERCEPTIONS OF LEADERSHIP TEAM CHAIRPERSONS AND NON¬
LEADERSHIP TEAM MEMBERS TO ENGAGEMENT ITEMS IN THE CATEGORY OF














1. Develop plan of 0 10(100) 15(75) 7(70) 15(75)
action U 9(0) 3(15) 3(30) 2(10)
OC 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 1(5)
S/N 9(0) 1(5) 0(0) 2(10)
2. Keep parents in- 0 10(100) 13(65) 8(80) 14(70)
formed u 0(0) 5(25) 2(20) 3(15)
OC 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 1(5)
S/N 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 2(10)
3. Construct manage- 0 7(70) 10(50) 7(70) 11(55)
ment plan u 2(20) 7(35) 2(20) 4(20)
OC 0(0) 2(10) 1.(10) 1(5)
S/N 1(10) 1(5) 0(0) 4(20)
4. Display management 0 3(30) 7(35) 2(20) 6(30)
plan u 2(20) 4(20) 7(70) 6(30)
OC 3(30) 3(15) 0(0) 0(0)
S/N 2(20) 6(30) 1(10) 8(40)
TABLE 7--Continued
High Achieving Schools Low Achieving Schools
Item Description Rating LTC(IO) NLTM('20) LTC(IO) NLTM(20)
f(7o) fa) fa) f(7o)
Review orders 0 3(30) 7(70) 4(40) 5(25)
U 2(20) 4(40) 2(20) 3(15
OC 3(30) 3(30) 2(20) 3(15)
S/N 2(20) 6(60) 2(20) 9(45)
Work with monitor¬ 0 8(80) 10(50) 6(60) 12(60)
ing team u 1(10) 6(30) 2(20) 3(15)
OC 0(0) 2(10) 1(10) 2(10)
S/N 1(10) 2(10) 1(10) 3(15)
Serve as ECD 0 6(60) 8(40) 6(60) 6(30)
spokesman u 3(30) 6(30) 2(20) 2(10)
OC 0(0) 2(10) 0(0) 6(30)
S/N 1(10) 4(20) 2(20) 6(30)
Involve pupils 0 5(50) 6(30) 6(60) 6(30)
u 4(40) 7(35) 2(20) 7(35)
OC 1(10) 5(25) 0(0) 1(5)
S/N 0(0) 2(10) 2(20) 6(30)
Review progress 0 9(90) 14(70) 6(60) 13(65)
u 1(10) 4(20) 2(20) 3(15)
OC 0(0) 1(5) 1(10) 1(5)
S/N 0(0) 1(5) 1(10) 3(15)
TABLE 7--Continued
Item Description
High Achieving Schools Low Achieving Schools
Rating LTC(IO) NLTM(20) LTC(IO) NLTM(20)





LTC = Leadership Team Chairpersons
NLTM = Non-Leadership Team Members
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with forty percent of non-leadership team responding "Often"
to this item. To the same item, forty percent of the non¬
leadership team members indicated "Seldom/Never", while only
ten percent of leadership team chairpersons responded
"Seldom/Never" to this item.
In low achieving schools seventy percent of the leader¬
ship team chairpersons responded "Often" to Item 1; fifty-
five percent of non-leadership team members indicated "Often"
to this item. On this same item, twenty percent indicated
"Seldom/Never" in the non-leadership team group; no leader¬
ship team members responded "Seldom/Never" to this item.
Discrepancies were shown in response to other items.
On Item 4 (Display management plan), seventy percent of the
leadership team chairpersons indicated "Usually"; thirty
percent of the non-leadership team members indicated
"Usually" to this item. On the same item, forty percent of
the non-leadership team members indicated "Seldom/Never",
while ten percent of leadership team members responded
"Seldom/Never" to this item.
Sixty percent of the leadership team members indicated
"Often" to Item 7; only thirty percent of non-leadership
team members indicated "Often" to this item. On this
same item thirty percent of the non-leadership team members
indicated "Occasionally", while no leadership team members
indicated "Occasionally" to this item.
Also on Item 8 (Involve pupils), sixty percent of the
leadership team members in low achieving schools indicated
9.1
"Often"; thirty percent of the non-leadership members in¬
dicated "Often" to this item.
Policymaking
Data in Table 8 indicate the frequency and percentage
of responses by leadership team chairpersons and non-leader¬
ship team members in the category of policymaking.
In Table 8, the data show that seventy percent of the
leadership team chairpersons in high achieving schools
agreed with Item 1 (Recommend policy); forty-five percent
of the non-leadership team members agreed with this item,
with forty percent partly agreeing. In response to Item 3
(Suggest special policy), seventy percent of the leadership
team chairpersons agreed, while only fifty-five percent of
non-leadership team members agreed.
In low achieving schools, fifty percent of the leader¬
ship team chairpersons agreed with Item 1 and fifty percent
partly agreed; forty-five percent of non-leadership team
members agreed with this item; fifteen percent partly
agreed; ten percent partly disagreed, and thirty percent
disagreed.
The data further reveal that on each of the four
items in the category of polic3miaking. non-leadership team
membeis disagreed: Item 1, thirty percent; Item 2, twenty
percent; Item 3, fifteen percent; Item 4, twenty-five per¬
cent. No leadership team chairpersons in low achieving
schools disagreed on these items.
TABLE 8
ITEM RESPONSE OF THE PERCEPTIONS OF LEADERSHIP TEAM CHAIRPERSONS AND NON-LEADER¬
SHIP TEAM MEMBERS TO AGREEMENT/DISAGREEMENT ITEMS IN THE CATEGORY OF
POLICYMAKING ON THE LEADERSHIP TEAM QUESTIONNAIRE
High Achieving Schools Low Achieving Schools
Item Description Rating LTC(IO) NLTM(20) LTC(IO) NLTM(20)
f(7o) f(7o) f(7o) f(7o)
1. Recommend policy A 7(70) 9(45) 5(50) 9(45)
PA 2(20) 8(40) 5(50) 3(15)
PD 1(10) 1(5) 0(0) 2(10)
D 0(0) 2(10) 0(0) 6(30)
2. Determine inter¬ A 6(60) 10(50) 5(50) 8(40)
mediate-level policy PA 4(40) 8(40) 5(50) 6(30)
PD 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 2(10)
D 0(0) 1(5) 0(0) 4(20)
3. Suggest special A 7(70) 11(55) 7(70) 9(45)
PA 3(30) 7(35) 3(30) 7(35)
PD 0(0) 2(10) 0(0) 1(5)
D 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 3(15)
4. Establish policy for A 5(50) 9(45) 6(60) 9(45)
pupil evaluation PA 2(20) 5(25) 4(40) 3(15)
PD 2(20) 4(20) 0(0) 3(15)
D 1(10) 2(10) 0(0) 5(25)
TABLE 8--Continued
Item Description Rating
High Achieving Schools Low Achieving Schools
LTC(IO) NLTM(20) LTC(IO) NLTM(20)
f(7o) f(7„) f(7o) f(7o)
A = Agree
PA = Partly Agree
PD = Partly Disagree
D = Disagree
LTC = Leadership Team Chairpersons
NLTM = Non-Leadership Team Members
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Presentation and Analysis of Data on Means and
Values Resulting from the Leadership
Team Questionnaire
Tables 9 through 12 serve as the basis of the analy¬
sis of Hypothesis 1. The means and "t" values were computed
for the various groups in nine categories -- instructional
coordination, curriculum development, staff development,
evaluation., general school improvement, personnel, rules
and discipline, general administration, and policymaking.
The groups examined for significant differences were as
follows: principals and leadership team chairpersons, prin¬
cipals and non-leadership team members, leadership team
chairpersons and non-leadership team members, and the total
sample population (principals, leadership team chairpersons,
and non-leadership team members).
Table 9 reports the results of the analysis of scores
of princioals and leadership team chairpersons on items of
agreement/disagreement on the Leadership Team Questionnaire.
On the General Improvement scale, a t-value of -2.14 was
generated, which proved significant at the .05 level. No
significant difference was found on the other eight scales.
Hence, the General Improvement scale was the only one in




MEANS AND t-VALUES OF SCORES ON THE ITEMS OF
AGREEMENT/DISAGREEMENT ON THE LEADERSHIP














Evaluation 3.45 3.59 -.889
General School
Improvement 3.50 3.73 -2.14*
Personnel 3.03 3.25 -1.04
Rules and
Discipline 3.60 3.78 -1.13
General
Administration 3.47 3.70 -1.85
Policymaking 3.53 3.52 .08
^Significant at the .05 level
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Table 10 examines the significance of scores of prin¬
cipals and non-leadership team members on items of agreement/
disagreement on the nine scales of the LeadersKip Team
Questionnaire.
TABLE 10
MEANS AND t-VALUES OF SCORES ON THE ITEMS OF
AGREEMENT/DISAGREEMENT ON THE LEADERSHIP













Evaluation 3.45 3.24 1.18
General School
Improvement 3.50 3.36 .95







Policymaking 3.53 3.07 2.54*
*Signifleant at the .05 level
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As seen in Table 10, the Curriculum Development and
the Policymaking scales generated "t" values of 2,10 and
2.54, respectively. These values are statistically signi¬
ficant at the .05 level. These were the only scales in
the comparative data of principals and non-leadership team
members on the Leadership Team Questionnaire to show statis¬
tical significance.
Table 11 reports the results of the analysis of
scores of leadership team chairpersons and non-leadership
team members on agreement/disagreement items on the Leader¬
ship Team Questionnaire. The following scales produced
"t" values that were significant at the .05 level:
Curriculijm Development (2.74), Staff Development (3.03),
Evaluation (2.01), General School Improvement (2.78),
General Administration (2.61) and Polic3nnaking (2.55).
Significant differences in the responses of the leadership
team chairpersons and the non-leadership team members were,
therefore, noted on six of the nine scales of the Leadership
Team Questionnaire.
No significant difference on the following scales
were noted in Table 11 in regard to agreement/disagreement
with items by leadership team chairpersons and non-leader¬
ship team members: Instructional Coordination, Personnel,
and Rules and Discipline.
as
TABLE 11
MEANS AND t-VALUES OF SCORES ON THE ITEMS








Coordination 3.36 3.17 1.34
Curriculiam
Development 3.38 3.00 2.74*
Staff
Development 3.65 3.27 3.03*











Polic5miaking 3.52 3.07 2.55*
*Signifleant at the .05 level
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Table 12 reports the results of the analysis of the
responses of principals, leadership team chairpersons, and
non-leadership team members in high and low achieving
schools with respect to agreement/disagreement with items
on the Leadership Team Questionnaire. The analysis revealed
a statistically significant difference in response on only
one scale (Instructional Coordination) in the principals'
group. A "t" value of 2.23 was reported on the Instructional
Coordination scale for the principals' group, which proved
significant at the .05 level.
In the comparison of groups on items of agreement/
disagreement on the Leadership Team Questionnaire, the data
indicate significance on the following scales : General
School Improvement (Table 9); Curriculum Development (Tables
10 and 11) ; Polic3niiaking (Tables 10 and 11) ; Staff Develop¬
ment (Table 11); Evaluation (Table 11); General School Im¬
provement (Table 11): General Administration (Table 11); and
Instructional Coordination (Table 12).
Therefore, Hypothesis 1, in relation to these catego¬
ries, that:
There are no significant differences in
the perceptions of principals, leadership
team chairpersons, and non-leadership team
members of the duties and tasks of the
leadership team, as measured by the agree¬
ment/disagreement items comprising the nine
scales of decision making on the Leadership
Team Questionnaire (Instructional Coordina¬
tion, Curriculum Development. Staff Develop¬
ment, Evaluation. General School Improve¬




MEANS AND t-VALUE FOR PRINCIPALS, LEADERSHIP TEAM
CHAIRPERSONS, AND NON-LEADERSHIP TEAM MEMBERS
ON THE AGREEMENT/DISAGREEMENT ITEMS OF THE
LEADERSHIP TEAM QUESTIOtJNAIRE
Scale High AchievingGroup Schools-Mean
Low Achieving
Schools-Mean t-Value
Instructional P 56.9 48.5 2.23*
Coordination LTC 55.3 52.4 .82
NLTM 52.5 48.9 1.22
Curriculum P 31.3 28.3 1.69
Development LTC 31.3 29.6 1.04
NLTM 27.7 26.3 .72
Staff P 65.9 59.4 1.82
Development LTC 67.1 64.4 1.18
NLTM 59.3 58.5 .22
Evaluation P 25.6 22.7 1.95
LTC 26.0 24.3 1.07
NLTM 22.8 22.6 .14
General School P 25.5 23.5 1.80
Improvement LTC 26.9 25.4 1.56
NLTM 24.2 22.9 .87
Personnel P 18.9 17.5 0.79
LTC 20.5 18.6 1.00
NLTM 17.8 18.1 -.23
Rules and P 11.3 10.3 1.17
Discipline LTC 11.6 11.1 1.14
NLTM 11.0 10.4 .86
General P 32.0 30.6 .83
Adminis tration LTC 33.7 32.9 .45
NLTM 30.8 29.3 .88
Polic3nnaking P 14.3 14.0 .34
LTC 13.9 14.3 -0.50
NLTM 13.0 11.5 1.29
P = Principals ^Significant at the .05
LTC = Leadership Team Chairperson level of confidence
NLTM = Non-Leadership Team Members
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No significance was foxond on two scales: (1) Per¬
sonnel and (2) Rules and Discipline.
Therefore, Hypothesis 1, in relation to these two scales
(1) Personnel and (2) Rules and Discipline, is accepted.
Tables 13-16 present the data for the analysis of Hypo¬
thesis 2.
TABLE 13
MEANS AND t-VALUES OF SCORES ON THE ITEMS OF
ENGAGEMENT ON THE LEADERSHIP TEAM QUESTION¬














Evaluation 2.97 3.17 -.794
General School
Improvement 3.17 3.41 -1.55







Polic3nnaking 2.77 2.91 -.504
On analyzing the scores in Table 13, no significance was found.
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TABLE 14
MEANS AND t-VALUES OF SCORES ON THE ITEMS OF
ENGAGEMENT ON THE LEADERSHIP TEAM QUESTION-



















Personnel 2.63 2.67 -.196
Rules and
Discipline 3.30 3.21 .370
General
Adminis tration 3.18 3.05 -1.51
Polic3anaking 2.77 2.61 .64
Table 14 reports the results of the analysis of scores
of principals and non-leadership team members on engagement
in items on the Leadership Team Questionnaire. No signifi¬




MEANS AND t-VALUES OF SCORES ON THE ITEMS OF
ENGAGEMENT ON THE LEADERSHIP TEAM QUESTION¬
NAIRE FOR LEADERSHIP TEAM CHAIRPERSONS
VS. NON-LEADERSHIP TEAM MEMBERS
Scale X LTC X NLTM t-Value
Instructional
Coordination 2.85 2.79 .338
Curriculum
Development 2.84 2.65 .967
Staff
Development 3.22 2.92 1.52











Policymaking 2.91 2.61 1.12
*Signifleant at the .05 level
LTC = Leadership Team Chairpersons
NLTC = Non-Leadership Team Members
Table 15 examines the scores of leadership team chair¬
persons and non-leadership team members on engagement in
items on the Leadership Team Questionnaire. A "t” value of
2.33 was generated on the General Administration scale, which
proved significant at the .05 level.
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Table 16 compares the responses of principals, leader¬
ship team chairpersons and non-leadership team members in
high and low achieving schools with respect to engagement in
items on the Leadership Team Questionnaire. No statisti¬
cally significant difference in responses was detected for
any of the groups on any of the scales.
Analysis of the data indicates significance on only
one scale (General Administration) when the groups were com¬
pared on the items of engagement on the Leadership Team
Ques tionnaire.
No significance was shown on the following scales:
Instructional Coordination, Curriculum Development, Staff
Development, Evaluation, General School Improvement, Person¬
nel, Rules and Discipline, and Policymaking.
Therefore, Hypothesis 2, in relation to these cate¬
gories, that:
There are no significant differences in the
perceptions of principals, leadership team
chairpersons, and non-leadership team mem¬
bers of the performance of duties and tasks
by the leadership team, as measured by the
engagement items comprising the nine
scales of decision making on the Leader¬
ship Team Questionnaire (Instructional
Coordination, Curriculum Development, Staff
Development, Evaluation, General School





MEANS AND t-VALUE FOR PRINCIPALS, LEADERSHIP TEAM
CHAIRPERSONS, AND NON-LEADERSHIP TEAM MEMBERS
ON THE ENGAGEMENT ITEMS OF THE
LEADERSHIP TEAM QUESTIONNAIRE
Scale „ High AchievingGroups schools-Mean
Low Achieving
Schools-Mean t-Value
Ins tructional P 47.6 39.0 1.60
Coordination LTC 46.8 44.6 .44
NLTM 45.7 43.5 .63
Curriculum P 26.2 22.4 1.41
Development LTC 25.8 25.4 .15
NLTM 24.9 22.9 .92
Staff P 59.1 50.7 1.57
Development LTC 61.0 55.0 1.20
NLTM 54.7 50.7 .83
Evaluation P 23.0 18.7 2.07
LTC 23.6 20.8 1.11
NLTM 20.8 20.1 .39
General School P 23.2 21.1 1.62
Improvement LTC 25.4 22.4 1.92
NLTM 22.5 20.4 1.15
Personnel P 16.6 15.0 .69
LTC 19.4 15.3 1.73
NLTM 16.1 16.0 .03
Rules and P 10.8 9.0 1.78
Discipline LTC 11.1 9-7 -1.49
NLTM 9.8 9.4 .48
General P 29.5 27.8 2.40
Adminis tration LTC 32.2 30.4 .71
NLTM 28.6 26.3 1.12
Policymaking P 12.0 10.2 3.78.
LTC 12.4 10.9 .91
NLTM 10.9 10.0 .73
P = Principals
LTC = Leadership Team Chairpersons
NLTM “ Non-Leadership Team Members
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Presentation and Analysis of Data Resulting
from the Personal Orientation Inventory
Tables 17 through 20 serve as the basis for the analy¬
sis of Hypothesis 3.
Table 17 reports the results of analysis of the re¬
sponses of leadership team members in high and low achiev¬
ing schools to items on the Time Competence and Inner
Directed scales of the Personal Orientation Inventory. The
analysis reports a mean score of 19.0 on the Time Competence
scale for leadership team members of high achieving schools
and a mean score of 14.6 for those of low achieving schools.
On the Inner Directed scale, the mean score was 110.5 for
leadership team members of high achieving schools and 88.2
for those of low achieving schools.
The analysis reports "t” values on each scale (Time
Competence, 4.63 and Inner Directed, 6.58) to be statisti¬
cally significant beyond the .001 level,
TABLE 17
MEANS AND t-VALUES FOR LEADERSHIP TEAM MEMBERS IN
HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVING SCHOOLS WITH RESPECT TO
THE TIME COMPETENCE AND INNER DIRECTED SCALES
OF THE PERSONAL ORIENTATION INVENTORY
Scale Group (N) Mean t-Value
2-Tail
Probability
Time High (20) 19.0
Competence Low (20) 14.6 4.63 .000*
Inner High (20) 110.5
Directed Low (20) 88.2 6.58 .000*
^Significant beyond .001 level
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TABLE 18
MEANS AND t-VALUES FOR HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVING NON¬
LEADERSHIP TEAM MEMBERS ON TIME COMPETENCE AND
INNER DIRECTED SCALES OF THE PERSONAL
ORIENTATION INVENTORY
Scale Group (N) Mean t-value p— Probability
Time High (20) 14.2
Competence Low (20) 15.0 -.63 .53
Inner High 81.3
Directed Low 79.6 CD .63
Table 18 analyzes the results of the responses of non¬
leadership team members in high and low achieving schools to
items on the Time Competence and the Inner Directed scales
of the Personal Orientation Inventory.
The analysis indicates a mean score of 14.2 on the
Time Competence scale for non-leadership team members in
high achieving schools, while those in low achieving schools
had a mean score of 15.0. On the Inner Directed scale, the
mean score for non-leadership team members in high achieving
schools was 81.3. The mean score on the Inner Directed
scale for non-leadership team in low achieving schools was
79.6.
No statistically significant difference in responses
was detected for the Time Competence scale nor the Inner
Directed scale.
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Table 19 reports the results of analysis of the re¬
sponse of leadership team members and non-leadership team
members in high and low achieving schools to items on the
Time Competence scale of the Personal Orientation Inventory.
The results revealed statistically significant
(.05 level) F values of 5.789 and 8.222.
TABLE 19
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR DEGREE OF SELF-ACTUALI¬
ZATION FOR LEADERSHIP TEAM MEMBERS AND NON¬
LEADERSHIP TEAM MEMBERS BY THE TIME
COMPETENCE SCALE OF THE PERSONAL
ORIENTATION INVENTORY IN HIGH











Main Effect 161.255 2 80.612 7.005 .002
High vs.
Low (40)
66.612 1 66.612 5.789 .019*
LTM-NLTM
(40)
94.672 1 94.62 8.222 .005*
^Significant at the .05 level
LTM = Leadership Team Members
NLTM = Non-Leadership Team Members
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Table 20 further reports an F-value of 59,383, which
is significant beyond the .001 level. The mean scores are
significantly different for leadership team members and non¬
leadership team members to items on the Inner Directed
scales of the Personal Orientation Inventory.
There is statistically significant difference of lead¬
ership team members and non-leadership team members on
both scales - Time Competence (Table 19) and Inner Directed
(Table 20).
TABLE 20
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR DEGREE OF SELF-ACTUALI¬
ZATION FOR LEADERSHIP TEAM MEMBERS AND NON-LEAD¬
ERSHIP TEAM MEMBERS BY THE INNER DIRECTED
SCALE OF THE PERSONAL ORIENTATION INVEN¬











Main effect 10017.324 2 5008.660 41.743 .000
High vs.
Low (40)
2892.012 1 2892.012 24.102 .000*
LTM-NLTM
(40)
7125.305 1 7125.309 59.383 .000*
^Significant beyond .001 level
LTM = Leadership Team Members
NLTM = Non-Leadership Team Members
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Significance was found in the t-values of the Time
Competence and Inner Directed scales of leadership team mem¬
bers in high and low achieving schools (Table 17). No sig¬
nificance was found in the t-values for non-leadership team
members of high and low achieving schools (Table 18). Sta¬
tistical significance was revealed in the analysis (Tables
19 and 20) of the responses of leadership team members and
non-leadership team members on both the Time Competence and
the Inner Directed scales.
Therefore, Hypothesis 3, that:
There is no significant difference in the
degree of self-actualization of leadership
team members and non-leadership team mem¬
bers , as determined by the Time Competence
and Inner Directed scales of the Personal
Orientation Inventory
is rejected.
In summary, the overall data appear to warrant the
following findings:
Hypothesis 1 is rejected that:
There are no significant differences in the
perceptions of principals, leadership team
chairpersons, and non-leadership team mem¬
bers of the duties and tasks of the leader¬
ship team, as measured by the agreement/
disagreement items comprising the nine
scales of decision making on the Leadership
Team Questionnaire (Instructional Coordina¬
tion, Curriculum Development, Staff Devel¬
opment, Evaluation, General School Improve¬
ment, General Administration, and Policy¬
making) .
The null hypothesis, in relation to the cate¬
gories of Personnel and Rules and Discipline,
is accepted.
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Hypothesis 2 is accepted that:
There are no significant differences in the
perceptions of principals, leadership team
chairpersons, and non-leadership team members
of the performance of duties and tasks by the
leadership team, as measured by the engage¬
ment items comprising the nine scales of deci¬
sion making on the Leadership Team Question¬
naire (Instructional Coordination, Curriculum
Development, Staff Development. Evaluation,
General School Improvement, Personnel, Rules
and Discipline, and Policymaking).
The null hypothesis, in relation to the cate¬
gory of General Administration, is rejected.
Hypothesis 3 is rejected that:
There is no significant difference in the degree
of self-actualization of leadership team members
and non-leadership team members, as determined
by the Time Competence and Inner Directed scales
of the Personal Orientation Inventory.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS
AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This study is concerned with the possible impacts of
the leadership team's duties, responsibilities, and activi¬
ties in decision making on teacher self-actualization and
pupil achievement. More specifically, an attempt was made
to identify the specific instructional leadership and deci¬
sion making role patterns and performances in nine catego¬
ries -- instructional coordination, c^Irriculum development,
staff development, evaluation., general school improvement,
personnel, rules and discipline, general administration,
and policymaking -- as perceived by principals, leadership
team members, and non-leadership team members. Further¬
more, an attempt was made to determine the extent of self-
actualization which leadership team members derive from
functioning in the role of leadership team members.
The research sample for this study was drawn from
ten high achieving and ten low achieving schools in Area II
of the Atlanta Public Schools, as revealed by the 1980-81
results of the California Achievement Tests . The sub.iects
included twenty (20) leadership team chairpersons who each
submitted an individual team's composite response to the
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Leadership Team Questionnaire. Others responding to this
questionnaire from the high and low achieving schools were
twenty (20) principals and forty (40) non-leadership team
members (teachers).
The Personal Orientation Inventory was administered to
forty (40) leadership team members and the forty-non-leader¬
ship team members (teachers) previously identified.
The Leadership Team Questionnaire is a 79-item instru¬
ment that is comprised of nine areas of school decision
making: instructional coordination, curriculum development,
staff development, evaluation, general school improvement,
personnel, rules and disciplines, general administration,
and policymaking. The instrument, developed by this re¬
searcher, was designed to identify perceptions of duties
and functions of leadership teams in school decision-making
processes.
The Personal Orientation Inventory (POI) consists of
150 two-choice items, yielding among other measures two
major scales - Time Competence and Inner Directed. The
Time Competence (TC) and Inner Directed (I) scales were
scored to obtain a quick estimate of the examinee's level
of self-actualizing.
Specific Hypotheses. The problem and its solution
posed by this research were formulated around three (3)
hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1: There are no significant differences
in the perceptions of principals,
leadership team chairpersons, and
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non-leadership team members of the
duties and tasks of the leadership
team, as measured by the agreement/
disagreement items comprising the











Hypothesis 2: There are no significant differences
in the perceptions of principals,
leadership team chairpersons, and non¬
leadership team members of the perfor¬
mance of duties and tasks by the leader¬
ship team, as measured by the engage¬
ment items comprising the nine scales of











Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference in
the degree of self-actualization of
leadership team members and non-leader¬
ship team members, as determined by the
Time Competence and Inner Directed
scales of the Personal Orientation In-
ventorv.
Summary
The findings of this study are as follows:
1. There are significant differences in the response of
principals and leadership team chairpersons to agree¬
ment/disagreement items in the category of General
School Improvement on the Leadership Team Questionnaire
(Table 9).
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2. There are significant differences in the response of
principals and non-leadership team members to agreement/
disagreement items in the categories of Curriculxm
Development and Policymaking on the Leadership Team
Questionnaire (Table 10).
3. There are significant differences in the response of
leadership team chairpersons and non-leadership team
members to agreement/disagreement items in a majority
(six) of the nine categories (Cvirricultjm Development,
Staff Development, Evaluation, General School Improve¬
ment, General Administration, and Policymaking) on the
Leadership Team Questionnaire (Table 11).
4. There are significant differences in the response of
principals in high and low achieving schools to agree¬
ment/disagreement items in the category of Instructional
Coordination on the Leadership Team Questionnaire
(Table 12).
5. There are significant differences in the response of
leadership team chairpersons and non-leadership team
members to engagement items in the category of General
Administration on the Leadership Team Questionnaire
(Table 15).
6. There are significant differences in the response of
leadership team members in hish and low achieving
schools to items on the Time Competence and Inner Direct¬
ed scales of the Personal Orientation Inventory
(Table 17).
7. There are significant differences in the response of
leadership team members and non-leadership team members
to items on the Time Competence and Inner Directed
scales of the Personal Orientation Inventory (Tables 19
and 20).
Discussion
The findings of this study warrant the following dis¬
cussion ,
This study focuses on pupil achievement and teacher
self-actualization in relation to the activities and func¬
tions of the leadership team. The data relating to the
three hypotheses of this study were treated in reference to
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high and low achieving schools.
Hypotheses 1 and 2 are concerned with the perceptions
of principals, leadership team chairpersons, and non-leader¬
ship team members in regard to the role patterns, duties,
and performance of the leadership team in nine categories
of decision making: instructional coordination, curriculum
development, staff development, evaluation, general school
improvement, personnel, rules and discipline, general ad¬
ministration. and polic3anaking.
The data showed general agreement among the three
groups on specific duties and tasks in each category. How¬
ever, significant differences were revealed in perceptions
of what the leadership team is expected to do and what it
actually does.
The data revealed significant differences in the per¬
ceptions of principals and leadership team chairpersons in
the category of general school improvement (Table 9); be¬
tween principals and non-leadership team members in the
categories of curriculum development and policymaking
(Table 10); between leadership team members and non-leader¬
ship team members in the categories of instructional coor¬
dination, curriculum development, staff development, evalua¬
tion, general school improvement, general administration,
and policymaking (Tables 11 and 15); and between principals
of high and low achieving schools in the category of in¬
structional coordination (Table 12).
While the differences detected in the perceptions of
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leadership team's tasks and performance of duties are signif¬
icant a certain amount of disagreement on role expecta¬
tions should be expected in the elementary school. Teachers,
principals, students, parents, PTA officials, central office
staff differ in their needs and demands as they relate to
the school. Therefore, the differences revealed in this
study between principals and leadership team chairpersons
in the category of school improvement, and those significant
differences between principals and non-leadership team mem¬
bers in the categories of curriculxim development and policy¬
making, as well as the differences between principals of
high and low achieving schools in the category of instruc¬
tional coordination, are not surprising, but cannot be ig¬
nored.
Differences of perceptions of leadership team chair¬
persons and non-leadership team m.embers on the decision¬
making role of the leadership team in six categories --
instructional coordination, curriculxm development, evalua¬
tion. general school improvement, general administration
and policymaking (Table 11) -- should be explored for the
possible impacts on pupil achievement, as well as teacher
self-actualization. The crucial point, in the researcher's
opinion, is the fact that these two groups (leadership team
chairpersons and non-leadership team members) are the
practitioners or instructional personnel who interact with
pupils on a systematic basis. These persons have a key
role in fostering (nurturing) pupil achievement and depict-
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ing some evidence of self-actualization themselves .
Focusing on this particular finding in this study
(significant differences in perception of the leadership
team's role by the practioners, leadership team chairper¬
sons and non-leadership team members) may provide some in¬
sight concerning school achievement and teacher self-actual¬
ization.
First of all, leadership team chairpersons and members,
in many instances, are selected or appointed by the princi¬
pal. In some situations leadership team chairpersons and
members are selected through a democratic process. Never¬
theless, being a member of the leadership team advances one
to a position which sometimes generates envy and oftentimes
ridicule among the peers.
To be chosen a leadership team member is an honor
that cannot be denied. Leadership team members, the chair¬
person in particular, usually have role perceptions which
do not differ markedly from those of the principal. As a
member of the leadership team, the teacher becomes a part
of the principal's cabinet or a member of management. It
stands to reason, therefore, that fewer differences were
found in this study between principals and leadership team
chairpersons.
An examination of the data of this study (Table 5)
showed that a higher percentage of leadership team chair¬
persons agreed with items in the category of general school
improvement than the principals in both high and low achiev-
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ing schools. A possible rationale for this is that leader¬
ship team members wished to satisfy the set of expectations
related to their role.
Research studies have suggested that the ability to
perceive and satisfy the set of expectations associated with
the duties and functions of one's role is a great challenge.
In this regard, Getzels has indicated:
Roles are defined in terms of role expectations. A
role has certain normative obligations and role re¬
sponsibilities, which may be termed "role expecta¬
tions", and when the role incximbent puts these
obligations and responsibilities, into effect, he
is said to be performing his role. The expecta¬
tions define for the actor, whoever he may be, what
he should or should not do as long as he is the
incumbent of the particular role.6o
Another possible explanation for the findings of this
study is that there is a feeling expressed by teachers that
the leadership team's decision making is a formality or an
attempt to create the illusion of teacher influence. Teach¬
ers perceive the principal or central office personnel as
the real decision makers, and therefore, doubt whether
their involvement in decision making actually makes any
difference.
Parity in decision making may be an issue or concern.
There are some who feel that decisions are closer to the
administrative realm (such as schedules, requests for addi-
^^Jacob W. Getzels, "Administration as a Social Pro¬
cess," Administration Theory in Education, ed. Andrew W.
Halpin (Chicago: The Midwest Administration Center Universi¬
ty of Chicago, 1958), p. 153.
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tional monies, etc.) and that these might be decided with
greater weight given to the principal. Other matters that
are closer to the teacher, such as curriculijm, classroom
supplies, etc., might have greater leadership team influence.
Relevant to the discussion at this point is the find¬
ing that there was significant difference on the Instructional
Coordination scale (Table 12) of the perceptions of princi¬
pals in high and low achieving schools.
Leadership provided by the principal is very impor¬
tant. In spite of the functioning of a leadership team,
the principal is still considered the change agent and in¬
structional leader of the school. In this role there are
certain types of activities or actions, such as classroom
observation, in which the principal is expected to partici¬
pate if he or she is to function as the instructional
leader.
The instructional program comprises all of the factors
and conditions within a school that influence learning. The
teacher, although not the only factor, is most certainly
the most important instructional variable affecting student
learning. Therefore, in reference to the findings of this
study, this researcher feels that the principal's percep¬
tions of his role in regard to utilizing resources of in¬
structional expertise, such as the leadership team, in his-
supervision and leadership of the instructional program
most certainly will have an influence on student learning.
In relating the findings to Hypotheses 1 and 2, it can
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be said that an important determinant of the leadership
team's impact on pupils and teachers is the expectations
important others, such as principals and non-leadership
team members, have for the team as the decision making body
of the school. Of further importance is the extent to
which these role expectations agree with each other and
agree with how the team feels it needs to perform. Gener¬
ally speaking, reasonable agreement and mutual understand¬
ing of areas of agreement and disagreement seem to be pre¬
requisite for leadership team effectiveness.
Another consideration in regard to Hypotheses 1 and 2
relates to problems of a different kind that confront the
leadership team. In addition to an inadequate role descrip¬
tion, insufficient released time, lack of time or salary
compensation for increased responsibilities, and little or
no in-service training for their role represent obstacles
that stand in the way of the leadership functioning as a
viable decision-making body. The leadership team cannot
be expected to function effectively unless its members are
provided with both sufficient time to carry out the team's
responsibilities and in-service training to help them ac¬
quire knowledge and skills necessary for their work as a
team.
Hypothesis 3 dealt with the measure of teacher self- '
actualization. Significant differences were found between
leadership team members in high and low achieving schools
(Table 17) and between leadership team members and non-
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leadership team members (Tables 19-20).
This study has revealed results similar to those ob¬
tained in other target populations. Persons functioning in
an environment which provides them the opportunity to devel¬
op and utilize all their unique capabilities or potentiali¬
ties are believed to have a higher degree of self-actualiza¬
tion. In this study, the leadership team is the device
through which it is felt individuals may seek self-actuali¬
zation or self-fulfillment.
Self-actualizing:persons tend to score high on two
specific scales of the Personal Orientation Inventory, Time
Competence (TC) scale and Inner Directed (I) scale.
The high TC scores suggest that individuals are effec¬
tive in living in the present as indicated by their tying
the past and future into meaningful relationship.^^
In addition,such scores could suggest that leadership
team members with high TC scores seem to provide students
with a secure and stable situation in which learning occurs.
The secure base may be related to demonstration of enthu¬
siasm for teaching, classroom organization and management,
preparation and use of materials and recources, and the
teacher's adherence to established routines and procedures -
a circumstance that gives students a sense of security and
wellbeing.
^^Shostrom, POI Manual, p. 15.
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High Inner Directed scores suggest that individuals
are guided by internal motivations. Thus, high scores by
leadership team members could suggest that as teachers they
are capable of motivating students to learn.
The high scores on the Personal Orientation Inventory
should not be attributed solely to leadership team partici¬
pation. As previously stated, leadership team members are
selected by the principal or by colleagues. Those who are
selected usually have shown a sense of self-efficacy and
self-actualization. Hence, participation on the team tends
to enhance and cultivate persons who already are self-
actualizing to some extent.
Conclusions
The findings of this study warrant the following con¬
clusions :
1. There is lack of unanimity by principals, leadership
team chairpersons, and non-leadership team members on
the role expectations (duties and tasks) of the
leadership team.
2. Leadership team chairpersons and non-leadership team
members tend to differ more widely than other groups
in this study in their perceptions of the duties and
tasks of the leadership team.
3. Principals, leadership team chairpersons, and non-leader¬
ship team members are in general agreement in their per¬
ceptions of the performance of duties and tasks of the
leadership team.
4. Principals and teachers (leadership team chairpersons
and non-leadership team members) are more in agreement,
on the duties and tasks of the leadership team than
teachers (leadership team chairpersons and non-leader¬
ship team members) are among themselves.
5. There is insufficient evidence to substantiate that
leadership team practices and functions had an impact
on pupil achievement in this study.
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6. Leadership team members in this study experienced a
greater measure of self-realization.
Implications
Certain implications that grew out of the findings are
1. The leadership team model offers a potentially useful
approach for fostering teacher self-actualization and
pupil achievement.
2. Mutual agreement and understanding of duties and func¬
tions may maximize participation, as well as pupil
achievement and teacher self-actualization.
3. The principal's perception of the duties and functions
of the leadership team may be a meaningful factor in
team performance and pupil achievement.
Recommendations
The recommendations resulting from this study are:
1. That a study structured around the variables or
factors of involvement and time compensation be con¬
ducted on the leadership team to ascertain possible
suggestions for increasing the team's effectiveness
in regard to maximizing pupil achievement.
2. That further studies be done on the role of the leader¬
ship team as perceived by principals in order to test
the hypothesis that: "Authority vested in a given
role is maximized by congruence of role expectations
and role performance."
3. That sensitivity training and human relations work¬
shops be held for principals, leadership team mem¬
bers, and non-leadership team members for the purpose
of promoting mutual trust, confidence and cooperation.
That in-service programs be conducted for instructional
personnel to become more knowledgeable about the basic
concept of shared leadership and the benefits of team









FRED A. TOOMER SCHOOL 65 ROGERS STREET. N.E. ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30317
OFFICE OF THE PRINCIPAL
TELEPHONE 373-6229
Dear
I am a doctoral student at Atlanta University in
Education Administration and Supervision, and I need your
helpl I would appreciate your assistance with the distri¬
bution and collection of questionnaires relating to my
research study.
The problem involved in my study is to determine whether
or not the perceptions of the leadership role as held and
participated in by the leadership team members and the
teachers in their respective school units serve to induce
increased pupil achievement in reading and mathematics and
a fuller measure of teacher self-actualization in selected
schools in Area II.
Enclosed are questionnaires and a cover letter for you
and teachers on your staff as follows:
1. Leadership Team Chairperson during the previous
(1980-81) school term
2. Two (2) leadership team members of the previous
(1980-81) school term
3. Two (2) teachers who did not serve on the leader¬
ship team during the 1980-81 term
Please distribute the enclosed materials to the ap¬
propriate persons on your staff, and encourage them to return
them to you. Inasmuch as I am operating within a deadline,
I would be ever so grateful if you would return the completed
questionnaires to me in the school mail on or before
I thank you in advance for your cooperation. If you have





F. A. Toomer School
November 19, 1981
Dear Colleague,
I need your help.' I am a doctoral student at Atlanta
University, currently enrolled in educational research. The
researchable problem is to determine whether or not the per¬
ceptions of the leadership role as held and participated in
by the leadership team members and the teachers in their
respective school units serve to induce increased pupil
achievement in reading and mathematics and a fuller measure
of teacher self-actualization in selected schools in Area II.
Enclosed are a questionnaire and an inventory that will
take a few minutes of your time to complete. The question¬
naire entitled "Perceptions of Duties and Responsibilities of
Leadership Team", is designed to identify perceptions
(characteristics) roles of leadership teams in the in¬
structional and decision-making processes in the teaching¬
learning situation. The "Personal Orientation Inventory"
(POI) is designed to measure self-actualization characteristics
or performances.
If you would take time to respond to both instruments
immediately, and return both instriaments and the answer sheet
to your principal, I shall appreciate it. Anonymity is
assured, and your responses will be treated confidentially.
What the findings of this research may contribute to the
profession, the school system, and most importantly, to the
improvement of the quality of education for our boys and
girls, is the only recompense I can offer in exchange for your
time and effort devoted to the completion of these question¬
naires. I hope you will be interested in my findings.
Please make every effort to return the completed
questionnaire, the POI response sheet and booklet to your
principal in time for them to reach me by
I thank you in advance for your cooperation. If you have





Fred A. Toomer School
November, 1981
Dear Colleague,
I need your helpI I am a doctoral student at Atlanta
University, currently enrolled in educational research.
The researchable problem is to determine whether or not the
perceptions of the leadership role as held and participated
in by the leadership team members and the teachers in their
respective school units serve to induce increased pupil
achievement in reading and mathematics and a fuller measure
of teacher self-actualization in selected schools in Area II.
Enclosed is a questionnaire that will take only a few
minutes to complete. This questionnaire is designed to
identify perceptions (characteristics) roles of leadership
teams in the instructional and decision-making processes in
the teaching-learning situation.
If you would take time to respond to the questionnaire
immediately, and return it to your principal, I shall appreciate
it. Anonymity is assured, and your responses will be treated
confidentially.
What the findings of this research may contribute to the
profession, the school system, and most importantly, to the
improvement of the quality of education for our boys and girls,
is the only recompense I can offer in exchange for your time
and effort devoted to the completion of this questionnaire. I
hope you will be interested in my findings.
Please make every effort to return the completed
questionnaire to your principal in time for it to reach me by
I thank you in advance for your cooperation. If you have








Perceptions of Duties and
Responsibilities of Leadership Teams
Directions: In this questionnaire you are asked to respond to
statements concerning duties and responsibilities
of the leadership team during the previous school
term 1980-81.
1. Indicate whether you agree, probably agree/
probably disagree, or disagree with each
specific item as an appropriate task or re¬
sponsibility of the leadership team in its
decision-making role. Mark your responses
in the following manner:
If you agree with the item, circle A. A PA PD D
If you are somewhat uncertain, but probably
agree with the item, circle PA. A PA PD D
If you are somewhat uncertain, but probably
disagree with the item, circle PD. A PA ID D
If you disagree with the item, circle D. A PA PD D
2. Then rate each item. The rating scale is as
follows: 5-Often; 4-Usually; 3-Occasionally;
2-Seldom,* 1-Never. You are to check the
rating that best reflects the extent to
which the leadership team in your school
directly or indirectly engaged in or per¬
formed each task. Please place a check ( )
mark in the appropriate column to indicate
your rating, regardless of your agreement
or disagreement with the item.
Check your Position: ^Principal Leadership Team
Chairperson Non-Leadership Team Member
Items Description Rating
A. Instructional Coordination
1. Develop and coordinate A PA PD D
use of instructional
materials budgets, both
Board of Education and
special budgets
5 4 3 2 1
Oft. Usu. Oc. Sel. Nvr.
2
2. Coordinate compensatory A PA PD D
instruction, such as
Title I reading and math,
with regular instruction
so that it is an extension
of the regular program
3. Determine appropriate A PA PD D
learning materials for
pupils
4. Update inventory of in- A PA PD D
structional materials and
post for teacher in¬
formation -r—
5. Schedule instructional A PA PD D
team meetings
6. Help school to have A PA PD D
functioning instructional
team meetings
7. Recommend the assignment A PA PD D
of special teachers
(Title I, special educa¬
tion) to appropriate in¬
structional level team
8. Work with media specialist
to encourage all staff A PA PD D
to review ECD units sent
from Central Office
9. Help teachers identify A PA PD D
and incorporate community
resources into instruction
10. Help develop instruct- A PA PD D
ional program applicable
to local school environ¬
ment —
11. Help teachers determine A PA PD D
the instructional levels
of pupils
12. Check teachers' teaching A PA PD D
plans for reading and math
skills instruction
13. Help teachers under- A PA PD D
stand reading and math skills
necessary at their specific
levels of instruction
5 4 3 2 1
Oft. Usu. Oc. Sel. Nvr.
3




15. Make recommendations on A PA PD D
scheduling and time blocks
for subject areas, es¬
pecially reading and math
16. Monitor pacing in reading
and math, and confer A PA PD D
with teachers when problems
, exist
B. Curriculum Development
1. Assist each staff member A PA PD D
in the development of a
teaching-learning unit
2. Give leadership to curric- A PA PD
ulum development activities
3. Set tone for program de- A PA PD D
velopment and curricular
revision




5. Plan and develop human A PA PD D
relations experiences for
teachers and pupils to
strengthen the curricul\im
of affect
6. Decide on subject areas A PA PD D
to be taught in accordance
with the individualized plan
7. Share with entire staff A PA PD D
information concerning
BCD progress on a regular
basis
8. Share the services of A PA PD D
teacher aides in the de¬
velopment of curriculum
materials
5 4 3 2 1
Oft. Usu. Oc. Sel. Nvr.
4
9. Provide teachers with A PA PD D
Scope and Sequence charts
in reading and math
C. Staff Development




2. Hold regular meetings, A PA PD D
plus call meetings as needed
3. Orient all staff to in- A PA PD D
structional program and the
rationale and operation
of the leadership team
4. Assist staff in identity A PA PD D
of inservice needs
5. Plan staff development A PA PD D
activities based on staff
needs
6. Secure and coordinate A PA PD D
resources for inservice
implementation




8. Maintain, in writing on A PA PD D
designated form, records
of meetings and leader¬
ship decisions




10. Implement a simulation A PA PD D
of the individualized learning
process with the school
stc.ff
5 4 3 2 1
5




12. Review subject areas in A PA PD D
which teachers are indi¬
vidualizing —
13. Work with contact person A PA PD D
in special areas to plan
staff development ex¬
periences following work¬
shops in specific content
area
14. Encourage staff to re- A PA PD D
spond to self Assessment
Instrument and the Check¬
list for Assessing indi¬
vidualized Instruction
distributed by the Central
Office
15. Collect and compile re- A PA PD D
suits of checklist for
Assessing Individualized
Instruction for total school
16. Encourage teachers to A PA PD D
post ECD individualized
model in each classroom
for on-going discussion
with pupils
17. Select and/or enlist re- A PA PD D
Esource help and support in
making ECD staff presentation
at workshops, PTA, etc.
18. Recognize and show ap- A PA PD D
preciation to teachers for
effective teaching
D. Evaluation
1. Identify and/or develop A PA PD D
evaluative instruments and
procedures regarding ECD
5 4 3 2 1
Oft. Usu. Oc. Sel. Nvr.
6
E.




3. Plan for periodic A PA
parent-teahcer conferences
4. Review procedures for A PA
setting up and maintain¬
ing diagnostic folders
5. Assist teachers in A PA
evaluating their own
performance
6. Assist in staff de- A PA
velopment in use of check¬
lists and report cards
7. Encourage teachers to A PA
make effective use of
evaluative findings —■■—
General School Improvement
1. Organize an Advisory A PA
Council representative
of a cross section of
school and community
personnel
2. Utilize materials con- A PA
earning parental involve¬
ment —
3. Keep parents and faculty A PA
aware of School Plan of
Action through an ap¬
propriate display of
bulletin board in the school ■
Develop appropriate dis- A PA
plays of school's indi¬
vidualized program for
Board of Education
meetings in Area II
5 4 3 2 1
Oft. Usu. Oc. Sel. Nvr.
4.
7
5 4 3 2 1
Oft. Usi. Oc. Sel. Nvr.5.Create an atmosphere A PA PD D
in the school that reflects
the importance of reading
and mathematics6.Build a good school-site A PA PD D
professional library with
a strong reading and math
section7.Set a good example to A PA PD D





F. Personnel1.Decide individual and A PA PD D
class assignment for
pupils2.Make recommendations A PA PD D
relative to deployment
of staff within in¬
structional levels3.Review roles of all A PA PD D
personnel from Management
by Objectives (MBO) charts4.Identify contact person A PA PD D
to be responsible for each
content area within the
curriculum5.Assist in orienting all A PA PD D
new teachers to ECD6.Encourage identification A PA PD D
of pupils for special
education service
G. Rules and Discipline
1. Help establish rules for A PA PD D
pupils' behavior and par¬
ticipation in ECD Porgram
8
2. Provide Opportunities A PA PD D
for students to co¬
operate in activities
for the good of the
school or class
3. Help pupils become A PA PD D




1. Develop Plan of Action A PA PD D
for implementing system-
wide objectives
2. Plan series of activities
to keep parents in- A PA PD D
foraed of school activ¬
ities (i.e., system-
wide objectives)
3. Assist in the con- A PA PD D
struction of a management
plan for school
4. Keep an up-to-date
management plan on dis¬
play in the school
5. Review copies of school
requisition orders and
minutes of Leadership
Team Meetings at inter¬
vals —
6. Confer with monitoring
team from Area and Central
Offices on progress toward
achieving school's goals
7. Serve as spokesmen for A PA PD D
school regarding ECD matters
8. Encourage pupils to par- A PA PD D
ticipate in planning and
administering all school
activities a^ much as possible
A PA PD D
A PA PD D
A PA PD D
5 4 :• 3 1
Oft. Usu. Oc. Sel. Nvr.
9




1. Recommend policies for A PA PD D
adoption by school
2. Supervise the deter- A PA PD D
mination of intermediate
level policy questions
such as the selection of
textbooks or the adoption
of a common approach to
a subject across classes
3. Suggest policy for A PA PD D
special on-going
activity, such as a
Sf;hool-wide silent
reading period
4. Establish policy for de- A PA PD D
termining pupils'
grades on report cards
5 4 3 2 1
Major Source;
Atlanta Public Schools, The Division of Instructional Planning
and Development, Elementary Teacher Handbook. Revised --1979.
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DIRECTIONS
This inventory consists of pairs of numbered statements. Read each
statement and decide which of the two paired statements most consistently
applies to you.
You are to mark your answers on the answer sheet you have. Look at the
example of the answer sheet shown at the right. K
the first statement of the pair is TRUE or MOSTLY
TRUE as applied to you, blacken between the lines
in the column headed "a". (See Example Item 1 at
right.) If the second statement of the pair is TRUE
or MOSTLY TRUE as applied to you, blacken be¬
tween the lines in the column headed "b". (See
Example Item 2 at right.) R neither statement ap¬
plies to you, or if they refer to something you don't
know about, make no answer on the answer sheet.
Remember to give YOUR OWN opinion of yourself and do not leave any blank
spaces if you can avoid it.
In marking your answers on the answer sheet, be sure that the number
of the statement agrees with the number on the answer sheet. Make your marks
heavy and black. Erase completely any answer you wish to change. Do not make
any marks in this booklet.
Remember, try to make some answer to every statement.
Before you begin the imtentory,—bo sure yoa-put-your-namo, your agx,









NOW OPEN THE BOOKLET AND START WITH QUESTION 1.
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1. a. I am bound by the principle of fairness.
b. I am not absolutely bound by the principle of
fairness.
2. a. When a friend does me a favor, I feel that I
must return it.
b. When a friend does me a favor, I do not feel
that I must return it.
3. a. I feel I must always tell the truth,
b. I do not always tell the truth.
4. a. No matter how hard I try, my feelings are
often hxirt.
b. If I manage the situation right, I can avoid
being hurt.
5. a. I feel that I must strive for perfection in
everything that I undertake.
b. I do not feel that I must strive for perfection
in everything that I undertake.
6. a. I often make my decisions spontaneously,
b. I seldom make my decisions spontaneously.
7. a. I am afraid to be myself.
b. I am not afraid to be myself.
8. a. I feel obligated when a stranger does me a
favor.
b. I do not feel obligated when a stranger does
me a favor.
9. a. I feel that I have a right to expect others to
do what I want of them.
b. I do not feel that I have a right to expect others
to do what I want of them.
10. a. I live by values which are in agreement with
others.
b. Hive by values which are primarily based on
my own feelings.
11. a. I am concerned with self-improvement at all
times.
b. I am not concerned with self-improvement at
all times.
12. a. I feel guilty when I am selfish.
b. I don't feel guilty when I am selfish.
13. a. I have no objection to getting angry,
b. Anger is something I try to avoid.
14. a. For me, an3rthing is possible if I believe in
myself.
b. I have a lot of natural limitations even though
I believe in myself.
15. a. I put others' interests before my own.
b. I do not put others' interests before my own.
16. a. I sometimes feel embarrassed by
compliments.
b. I am not embarrassed by compliments.
17. a. I believe it is important to accept others as
they are.
b. I believe it is important to understand why
others are as they are.
18. a. I can put off until tomorrow what I ought to do
today.
b. I don't put off until tomorrow what I ought to
do today.
19. a. I can give without requiring the other person
to appreciate what I give.
b. I have a right to expect the other person to
appreciate what I give.
20. a. My moral values are dictated by society,
b. My moral values are self-determined.
21. a. I do what others expect of me.
b. Ifeelfreeto not do what others expect of me.
22. a. I accept my weaknesses.
b. I don't accept my weaknesses.
23. a. In order to grow emotionally, it is necessary
to know why I act as I do.
b. In order to grow emotionally, it is not neces¬
sary to know why I act as I do.
24. a. Sometimes I am cross when I am not feeling
well.
b. I am hardly ever cross.
GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE
47. a. There are times when just being silent is the
best way I can express my feelings.
b. I find it difficult to express my feelings by
just being silent.
48. a. I often feel it necessary to defend my past
actions.
b. I do not feel it necessary to defend my past
actions.
49. a. I like everyone I know.
b. I do not like everyone I know.
50. a. Criticism threatens my self-esteem.
b. Criticism does not threaten my self-esteem.
51. a. Ibelieve that knowledge of what is right makes
people act right.
b. I do not believe that knowledge of what is right
necessarily makes people act right.
52. a. I am afraid to be angry at those I love,
b. I feel free to be angry at those I love.
53. a. My basic responsibility is to be aware of my
own needs.
b. My basic responsibility is to be aware of
others' needs.
54. a. Impressing others is most important,
b. Expressing myself is most important.
55. a. To feel right, I need always to please others.
b. I can feel right without always having to please
others.
56. a. I will risk a friendship in order to say or do
what I believe is right.
b. I will not risk a friendship just to say or do
what is right.
57. a. I feel bound to keep the promises I make.
b. Idonotalwaysfeelboimdto keep the promises
I make.
58. a. I must avoid sorrow at all costs.
b. It is not necessary for me to avoid sorrow.
59. a. I strive always to predict what will happen in
the future.
b. I do not feel it necessary always to predict
what will happen in the future.
60. a. It is important that others accept my point of
view.
b. It is not necessary for others to accept my
point of view.
61. a. I only feel free to express warm feelings to
my friends.
b. I feel free to express both warm and hostile
feelings to my friends.
62. a. There are many times when it is more im¬
portant to express feelings than to carefully
evaluate the situation.
b. There are very few times when it is more im¬
portant to express feelings than to carefully
evaluate the situation.
63. a. I welcome criticism as an opportunity for
growth.
b. I do not welcome criticism as an opportimity
for growth.
64. a. Appearances are all-important.
b. Appearances are not terribly important.
65. a. I hardly ever gossip.
b. I gossip a little at times.
66. a. I feel free to reveal my weaknesses among
friends.
b. I do not feel free to reveal my weaknesses
among friends.
67. a. I should always assume responsibility for
other people's feelings.
b. I need not always assume responsibility for
other people's feelings.
68. a. I feel free to be myself and bear the
consequences.
b. I do not feel free to be myself and bear the
consequences.
GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE
25. a. It is necessary that others approve of what I
do.
b. It is not always necessary that others approve
of what I do.
26. a. I am afraid of making mistakes.
b. I am not afraid of making mistakes.
27. a. I trust the decisions I make spontaneously.
b. I do not trust the decisions I make
spontaneously,
28. a. My feelings of self-worth depend on how much
I accomplish.
b. My feelings of self-worth do not depend on
how much I accomplish.
29. a. I fear failure.
b. I don't fear failure.
30. a. My moral values are determined, for the
most part, by the thoughts, feelings and de¬
cisions of others.
b. My moral values are not determined, for the
most part, by the thoughts, feelings and de¬
cisions of others.
31. a. It is possible to live life in terms of what I
want to do.
b. It is not possible to live life in terms of what
I want to do.
32. a. I can cope with the ups and downs of life.
b. I cannot cope with the ups and downs of life.
33. a. I believe in saying what I feel in dealing with
others.
b. I do not believe in saying what I feel in deal¬
ing with others.
34. a. Children should realize that they do not have
the same rights and privileges as adults.
b. It is not important to make an issue of rights
and privileges.
35. a. I can "stick my neck out" in my relations with
others.
b. I avoid "sticking my neck out" in my relations
with others.
36. a. I believe the pursuit of self-interest is op¬
posed to interest in others.
b. I believe the pursuit of self-interest is not
opposed to interest in others.
37. a. I find that I have rejected many of the moral
values I was taught.
b. I have not rejected any of the moral values I
was taught.
38. a. I live in terms of my wants, likes, dislikes
and values.
b. I do not live in terms of my wants, likes, dis¬
likes and values.
39. a. I trust my ability to size up a situation.
b. I do not trust my ability to size up a situation.
40. a. I believe I have an innate capacity to cope
with life.
b. I do not believe I have an innate capacity to
cope with life.
41. a. Imust justify my actions in the pursuit of my
own interests.
b. I need not justify my actions in the pursuit of
my own interests.
42. a. I am bothered by fears of being inadequate,
b. I am notbotheredby fears of being Inadequate.
43. a. Ibelieve that man is essentially good and can
be trusted.
b. Ibelieve that man is essentially evil and can¬
not be trusted.
44. a. I live by the rules and standards of society.
b. I do not always need to live by the rules and
standards of society.
45. a. I am bound by my duties and obligations to
others.
b. I am not bound by my duties and obligations
to others.
46. a. Reasons are needed to justify my feelings,
b. Reasons are not needed to justify my feelings.
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69. a. I already know all I need to know aboutmy
feelings.
b. As life goes on, I continue to know more and
more about my feelings.
70. a. I hesitate to show my weaknesses among
strangers.
b. I do not hesitate to show my weaknesses
among strangers.
71. a. I will continue to grow only by setting my
sights on a high-level, socially approved goal.
b. I will continue to grow best by being myself.
72. a. I accept Inconsistencies within myself.
b. I cannot accept inconsistencies within myself.
73. a. Man is naturally cooperative,
b. Man is naturally antagonistic.
74. a. I don't mind laughing at a dirty joke,
b. I hardly ever laugh at a dirty joke.
75. a. Happiness is a by-product inhuman
relationships.
b. Happiness is an end in human relationships.
76. a. I only feel free to show friendly feelings to
strangers.
b. I feel free to show both friendly and unfriendly
feelings to strangers.
77. a. I try to be sincere but I sometimes fail,
b. I try to be sincere and I am sincere.
78. a. Self-interest is natural,
b. Self-interest is unnatural.
79. a. A neutral party can measure a happy relation¬
ship by observation.
b. A neutral party cannot measure a happy rela¬
tionship by observation.
80. a. For me, work and play are the same,
b. For me, work and play are opposites.
81. a. Two people will get along best if each con¬
centrates on pleasing the other.
b. Two people can get along best if each person
feels free to express himself.
82. a. I have feelings of resentment about things that
are past.
b. I do not have feelings of resentment about
things that are past.
83. a. I like only masculine men and feminine
women.
b. I like men and women who show masculinity
as well as femininity.
84. a. I actively attempt to avoid embarrassment
whenever I can.
b. I do not actively attempt to avoid
embarrassment.
85. a. I blame my parents for a lot of my troubles,
b. I do not blame my parents for my troubles.
86. a. I feel that a person should be silly only at the
right time and place.
b. I can be silly when I feel like it.
87. a. People should always repent their wrong¬
doings .
b. People need not always repent their wrong¬
doings .
88. a. I worry about the future.
b. I do not worry about the future.
89. a. Kindness and ruthlessness must be opposites.
b. Kindness and ruthlessness need not be
opposites.
90. a. I prefer to save good things for future use.
b. I prefer to use good things now.
91. a. People should always control their anger.
b. People should express honestly-felt anger.
GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE
92. a. The truly spiritualman is sometimes sensual,
b. The truly spiritual man is never sensual.
93. a. I am able to express my feelings even when
they sometimes result in undesirable
consequences.
b. lamxmableto express my feelings if they are
likely to result in undesirable consequences.
94. a. I am often ashamed of some of the emotions
that I feel bubbling up within me.
b. I do not feel ashamed of my emotions.
95. a. I have hadmysterious or ecstatic experiences.
b. I have never had mysterious or ecstatic
experiences.
96. a. I am orthodoxly religious.
b. I am not orthodoxly religious.
97. a. I am completely free of guilt,
b. I am not free of guilt.
98. a. I have a problem in fusing sex and love,
b. I have no problem in fusing sex and love.
99. a. I enjoy detachment and privacy.
b. I do not enjoy detachment and privacy.
100. a. I feel dedicated to my work.
b. I do not feel dedicated to my work.
101. a. lean express affection regardless of whether
it is returned.
b. I cannot express affection unless I am sure it
will be returned.
102. a. Living for the future is as important as living
for the moment.
b. Only living for the moment is important.
103. a. It is better to be yourself,
b. It is better to be popular.
104. a. Wishing and imagining can be bad.
b. Wishing and imagining are always good.
105. a. I spend more time preparing to live,
b. I spend more time actually living.
106. a. I am loved because I give love,
b. I am loved because I am lovable.
107. a. When I really love myself, everybody will
love me.
b. When I really love myself, there will still be
those who won't love me.
108. a. I can let other people control me.
b. lean let other people control me if I am sure
they will not continue to control me.
109. a. As they are, people sometimes annoy me.
b. As they are, people do not annoy me.
110. a. Living for the future gives my life its primary
meaning.
b. Onlywhen living for the future ties into living
for the present does my life have meaning.
111. a. I followdiligently themotto, "Don't waste your
time. "
b. I do not feel bound by the motto, "Don't waste
your time."
112. a. What I have been in the past dictates the kind
of person I will be.
b. What I have been in the past does not neces¬
sarily dictate the kind of person I will be,
113. a. It is important to me how I live in the here and
now.
b. It is of little importance to me how I live in
the here and now,
114. a. I have had an experience where life seemed
just perfect.
b. I have never had an experience where life
seemed just perfect.
115. a. Evil is the result of frustration in trying to
be good.
b. Evil is an intrinsic piart of human nature which
fights good.
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116. a. A person can completely change his essential
nature,
b. A person can never change his essential
natime.
117. a. I am afraid to be tender.
b. lam not afraid to be tender.
118. a. I am assertive and affirming.
b. I am not assertive and affirming.
119. a. Women should be trusting and yielding.
b. Women should not be trusting and yielding.
120. a. I see myself as others see me.
b. I do not see myself as others see me.
121. a. It is a good idea to think about your greatest
potential.
b. A personwho thinks about his greatest poten¬
tial gets conceited.
122. a. Men should be assertive and affirming.
b. Men should not be assertive and affirming.
123. a. I am able to risk being myself.
b. I am not able to risk being myself.
124. a. I feel the need to be doing something signifi¬
cant all of the time.
b. I do not feel the need to be doing something
significant all of the time.
125. a. I suffer from memories.
b. I do not suffer from memories.
126. a. Men and women must be both yielding and
assertive.
b. Men and women must not be both yielding and
assertive.
127. a. I like to participate actively in intense
discussions.
b. I do not like to participate actively in intense
discussions.
128. a. I am self-sufficient.
b. I am not self-sufficient.
129. a. I like to withdraw from others for extended
periods of time.
b. I do not like to withdraw from others for ex¬
tended periods of time.
130. a. I always play fair.
b. Sometimes I cheat a little.
131. a. Sometimes I feel so angry I want to destroy
or hurt others.
b. I never feel so angry that I want to destroy or
hurt others.
132. a. I feel certain and secure in my relationships
with others.
b. I feel uncertain and insecure in my relation¬
ships with others.
133. a. I like to withdraw temporarily from others.
b. I do not like to withdraw temporarily from
others.
134. a. I can accept my mistakes.
b. I cannot accept my mistakes.
135. a. I find some people who are stupid and
uninteresting.
b. I never find any people who are stupid and
uninteresting.
136. a. I regret my past.
b. I do not regret my past.
137. a. Being myself is helpful to others.
b. Just being myself is not helpful to others.
138. a. I have had moments of intense happiness when
I felt like I was experiencing a kind of ecstasy
or bliss.
b. I have not had moments of intense happiness
when I felt like I was experiencing a kind of
bliss.
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139. a. People have an instinct for evil.
b. People do not have an instinct for evil.
140. a. For me, the future usually seems hopeful,
b. For me, the future often seems hopeless.
141. a. People are both good and evil.
b. People are not both good and evil.
142. a. My past is a stepping stone for the future,
b. My past is a handicap to my future.
143. a. "Killing time" is a problem for me.
b. "Killing time" is not a problem for me.
144. a. For me, past, present and future is in mean¬
ingful continuity.
b. For me, the present is an island, unrelated
to the past and future.
145. a. My hope for the future depends on having
friends.
b. My hope for the future does not depend on
having friends.
146. a. I can like people without having to approve
of them.
b. I cannot like people unless I also approve of
them.
147. a. People are basically good.
b. People are not basically good.
148. a. Honesty is always the best policy.
b. There are times when honesty is not the best
policy.
149. a. I can feel comfortable with less than a perfect
performance.
b. I feel uncomfortable with anything less than a
perfect performance.
150. a. I can overcome any obstacles as long as I be¬
lieve in myself.
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